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METROPOLITAN  TORONTO  PLANNING  BOARD 

AGENDA 


October  16,  1 968 


METROPOLITAN  TORONTO  PLANNING  BOARD 


AGENDA 

Wednesday,,  October  l6,  1968,  7:30  p.m. 
Committee  Room  3,  City  Hall,  Toronto 


1.  Minutes  of  157th  Meeting,  September  18,  1968. 

2.  Minutes  of  Special  Waterfront  Meeting,  August  21,  1968. 

3*  Confirmation  of  Commissioner's  action. 

(a)  Subdivision  Plans  recommended. 

(b)  Road  and  Lane  Closings  proposed. 

(c)  Official  Plan  Amendments  recommended. 

(d)  Zoning  By-laws  certified  as  to  density. 

4.  Official  Plan  Amendments  and  Zoning  By-laws 
for  consideration  of  the  Board. 

(a)  Vaughan  Official  Plan  Amendment  15. 

(Deferred  from  September  18  meeting). 

Location:  General  throughout  the  Township. 

Proposal:  Rural  residential  development  policy. 

Recommendation:  Approval,  subject  to  inclusion  of 

criteria  for  rural  development 
specified  in  the  Metropolitan  Plan. 

(b)  Mississauga  Official  Plan  Amendment  201. 

Location:  East  of  Credit  River,  south  of  Base  Line. 

Proposal:  Amendment  of  Metropolitan  Plan  to  conform 

with  directive  of  O.M.B.  redesignating  75 
acres  from  agricultural  to  industrial. 

(c)  Pickering  Township  Official  Plan,  Proposed  Amendment. 

Location:  Community  of  Brock  at 

Brock  Road  and  Concession  4. 

Proposal:  Amendment  of  Metropolitan  Plan  to 

recognize  rural  residential  development. 

Recommendation:  Amendment  of  the  Plan. 
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(d)  Markham  Township  Official  Plan  Amendment  17. 

Location:  West  of  Leslie  Street* 

north  of  Steeles  Avenue. 

Proposal:  Secondary  plan  for  the 

Leslie-West  Community. 

Recommendation:  Approval. 

5-  Apartment  .Density  Policy. 

Progress  report  regarding  local  planning  boards’ 
comments  on  proposed  density  transfer  policy. 

6.  Report  of  the  Metropolitan  Toronto 
and  Region  Transportation  Study. 

Analysis  of  the  land  use  proposals 
contained  in  the  Study’s  various  Goals  Plans. 

7.  Toronto  International  Airport  Expansion. 

Report  from  Commissioner  regarding  meeting 
with  the  Department  of  Transport  officials. 

8.  Canadian  Government  Task  Force 
on  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 

Report  from  Commissioner  regarding 
meeting  with  the  Task  Force. 

9.  Metropolitan  Waterfront  Plan. 

Report  of  action  by  Metropolitan 
Legislation  and  Planning  Committee. 

10.  Metropolitan  Plan  Review. 

Report  No.  2  -  Population  Projections. 

Will  be  distributed  at  the  meeting. 

11.  Markham  Township  Water  Supply. 

Referral  by  Metropolitan  Works  Committee 
of  request  for  water  supply  by  Markham 
Township*  for  comment  by  the  Board. 
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12.  Report  for  information  of  the  Board. 

Commissioner’s  report  to  the  Metropolitan 
Parks  and  Recreation  Committee  regarding 
Grand  Prix  racing.  To  be  considered  by 
the  Committee  on  October  1J9  1968. 

13 •  Board  accounts  for  September^  1968. 


ITEM  #1 


AGENDA 

OCTOBER  16,  1968 


MINUTES  OF 
1  57TH  MEETING 
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Executive  Committee  Report  (continued) 
North  York  By-law  22,039 


By-law  22,039  proposes  development  of  approximately 
10  acres  at  the  northwest  corner  of  Victoria  Park  Avenue  and 
York  Mills  Road  for  apartment  use  at  a  floor  space  index  of 
1.5,  a  density  of  62.5  units  per  acre  and  an  open  space  ratio 
of  40  percent  of  gross  floor  area.  Since  the  project  is  in 
the  Outer  Density  Sector  which  under  the  Metropolitan  Density 
Control  Policy  requires  development  to  meet  any  two  of  an 
F.S.I.  of  1.5?  Units  per  Acre  of  60  and  Open  Space  Ratio  of 
45  percent,  the  Board  recommended  that  the  Borough  of  North 
York  be  advised,  as  required  by  Ontario  Municipal  Board  Rules 
of  Procedure,  that  the  density  sought  by  By-law  22,039  exceeds 
the  density  for  the  area  in  question  specified  in  the  current 
schedule  of  densities  adopted  by  the  Metropolitan  Toronto 
Planning  Board  and  Council. 

North  York  Official  Plan 


Norfolk  Construction  Limited  has  requested  the  Minister 
of  Municipal  Affairs  to  refer  to  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board 
its  proposal  for  the  amendment  of  the  North  York  Official  Plan 
to  permit  the  redesignation  of  approximately  0.4  acres  at  the 
southwest  corner  of  Sheppard  Avenue  and  old  Leslie  Street  from 
Industrial  to  Commercial  since  North  York  has  refused  its 
application  for  amendment.  The  Board  advised  the  Minister 
that  a  development  of  the  type  and  scale  proposed  by  Norfolk 
Construction  Limited  is  considered  to  be  a  matter  which  should 
be  decided  at  the  local  rather  than  the  metropolitan  level; 
and  that  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  Planning  Board  would  have 
no  objections  from  the  point  of  view  of  metropolitan  planning 
principles  and  policies  to  an  amendment  to  the  North  York 
Official  Plan  to  permit  the  development  proposed. 

Scarborough  Subdivision  T-17107  and  T-1753 9 


These  two  residential  subdivisons  effectively  fill  the 
northern  half  of  the  area  bounded  by  McCowan  and  Brimley 
Roads,  Sheppard  Avenue  and  the  MacDonald-Cartier  Highway. 

They  have  been  designed  on  the  "reversed  frontage"  principle, 
but  vehicular  access  has  been  provided  to  McCowan  and  Brimley 
Roads  and  not  to  Sheppard  Avenue  which,  it  is  anticipated, 
will  cause  excess  turning  movements  on  these  two  roads.  The 
Board  recommended  that  the  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs 
approve  Scarborough  Subdivisions  T-17107  and  T-17539  subject 
to  a  revision  to  provide  for  an  access  road  to  Sheppard  Avenue 
at  a  suitable  location  approximately  midway  between  McCowan 
Road  and  Brimley  Road. 
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Executive  Committee  Report  (continued) 


Vaughan  Official  Plan  Amendment  1 7 


Amendment  17  delineates  a  Road  Plan  for  Vaughan  Township 
Planning  Area.  The  Board  recommended  that  the  Minister  of 
Municipal  Affairs  be  advised  that  the  Board  has  no  objection 
to  Vaughan  Official  Plan  Amendment  17?  and  subject  to  the 
Minister's  approval  of  the  amendment,  requested  that  the 
Metropolitan  Council  amend  Maps  III  and  IV  of  the  Metropolitan 
Plan  to  conform  to  the  Township's  new  Roads  Plan.  The  Board 
further  authorized  its  Transportation  Division  to  participate 
with  Vaughan  Township  in  future  discussions  of  its  roads 
problems . 


Subdivision  Approval 


On  a  motion  by  Mr.  Broadhurst,  seconded  by  Mr.  Crashley, 
the  Board  confirmed  the  Commissioner's  action  in  recommending  that 
the  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs  approve  the  following  draft  plans 
of  subdivisions 


Etobicoke 


T-1 9020  D.  Zucchetti, 

(North  of  Burnhamthorpe  Rd.,  west  of 
Elmcrest  Rd . ) , 

7  res.  lots. 

T-1 8795  James  Gardens  Estates, 

(East  of  Royal  York  Rd.,  north  of 
Edenbridge  Dr . ) , 

29  res.  lots. 

T-1 8892  Maryborough  Properties  Ltd., 

(South  of  Hwy.  401 ,  west  of  Martin  Grove 
Rd . )  , 

92  semis,  72  single  family  res.  lots  and 
1  mul-  i  res.  blk. 


Markham  Twp.  T-18874  Evermore  Investments  Ltd., 

(South  of  Hwy.  7,  east  of  Yonge  St.), 
18  res.  lots. 


T-1 71 72  Woodview  Developments  Ltd., 

(North  of  Hwy.  7,  west  of  Main  St.), 
6 7  res.  lots. 
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Subdivision  Approval  (continued) 


Edrich  Construction  Co.  Ltd., 

(North  of  Q.E.  Way,  west  of  Dixie  Rd . ) , 

38  res.  lots. 

Erindale  Developments  Ltd., 

(south  of  Burnhamthorpe  Rd.,  east  of 
Credit  River) , 

10  res.  lots  and  16  semis. 

Seadade  Developments  Ltd., 

(South  of  Lake shore  Rd.,  east  of  Southdown 
Rd . ) , 

4l  res.  lots. 

Wateska  Developments  Ltd., 

(South  of  Indian  Rd.,  east  of  Lome  Park 
Road) , 

10  res.  lots. 

Cadillac  Development  Corp.  Ltd., 

(East  of  Airport  Rd.,  north  of  Derry  Rd.), 
77  semis  and  1  multi  res.blk. 


Mississauga  T-I87II 

T-1 7369 

T-1  881 4 

T-I8672 

T-1 7681 

T-1 8274 

T-1  8707 

T-10895 

Part  II 

North  York  T-1 8933 

T-1  8935 


Care  Construction  Co. 
(West  of  Cawthra  Rd., 
8  res.  lots. 

Saz  Construction  Ltd. 
(South  of  Indian  Rd., 
Rd. )  , 

10  res.  lots. 


Slough  Estates  (Can.) 
(West  of  Airport  Rd., 
8  Ind.  blks. 

A.  Katz, 

(South  of  Finch  Ave . , 
Park  Ave . ) , 

8  single  family  lots, 


Ltd . , 

north  of  Q.E.  Way), 

west  of  Lome  Park 

Ltd .  , 

north  of  C .N .R . ) , 

west  of  Victoria 
1  blk.  and  3  semis. 


R.  Hitch, 

(South  of  Finch  Ave.,  west  of  Victoria  Park 
Ave . ) , 

7  semis,  4  blks,  2  single  family  res.  and 
1  blk. 
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Subdivision  Approval  (continued) 


North  York  T-19022 

W0B0  Sullivan  Construction  Ltd., 

(North  of  Sheppard  Ave.,  west  of  Victoria 
Park  Ave . ) , 

12  semis  and  2  single  family  res.  lots. 

1-18812  J.  &  Mo  Developments , 


(North  of  Sheppard  Ave.,  west  of  Victoria 
Park  Ave . ) , 

4  single  family  res.,  8  semis  and  4  blks. 

T-18603 

Kelbar  Construction  Co.  Ltd., 

(West  of  Bathurst  St.,  north  of  Wilson  Ave.), 
6  res.  lots  &  1  comm.  blk. 

T-1  9002 

Bevard  Developments, 

(South  of  Steeles  Ave.,  west  of  Bathurst 

St. )  , 

7  semis. 

T-18790  Shickedanz  Developments, 

(East  of  Don  Valley  Pkwy,  south  of  Finch 
Ave . ) , 

12  single  family  res.  lots  and  8  semis. 

T-19238  H.  Frieberg, 

(South  of  Steeles  Ave . ,  west  of  Islington 
Ave .  N . ) , 

16  res.  lots. 


T-18986  D.Bo  Cowie  Ltd., 

(South  of  Sheppard  Ave.,  west  of  Hwy.  400) , 
17  Ind.  lots. 
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Subdivision  Approval  (continued) 

Scarborough  T-19019  Prestegn  Construction  Ltd., 


(South  of  Sheppard  Ave . ,  west  of  Kennedy 

Road) , 

12  res.  lots  &  2  multi  res.  blks. 

T-1  9052 

Magdel  Investment  Ltd., 

(South  of  Lawrence  Ave.,  east  of 

Scarborough  Golf  Club  Road) , 

6  res.  lots. 

T-19091 

Ranchland  Construction  Ltd., 

(South  of  Lawrence  Ave.,  east  of 

Scarborough  Golf  Club  Road) , 

12  res.  lots. 

T-1  9075  Monarch  Construction  Ltd., 


(South  of  Ellesmere  Road,  west  of  Orton 

Park  Road) , 

4  res.  lots. 

T-1  9213 

Wellman  Construction  Ltd., 

(South  of  Danforth  Rd . ,  west  of  Midland 

Ave . ) , 

8  res.  lots. 

T-1  91  22 

Colzan  Construction  Ltd., 

(North  of  Sheppard  Ave.,  west  of  Midland 

Ave . ) , 

39  res.  lots. 

Stouffville  T-1 8996 

Arjel  Development  Ltd., 

(North  of  Main  Street  East,  east  of  the 

C.N.R. ) , 

11  res .  lots . 

Vaughan  T-1 9273 

J.  Sanelli, 

(East  of  Keele  Street,  north  of  Richmond 
Street) , 

8  res.  lots. 

and  refuse  the  followings 

Markham  T-1  8966  S.  Ricer, 

Village  (East  of  Hwy.  48,  north  of  Hwy.  7) 

4l  res.  lots.  Village  disapproved  plan. 

Road  and  Lane  Closings 

On  a  motion  by  Mr.  Garriock,  seconded  by  Mr.  Rotenberg, 
the  Board  confirmed  the  Commissioner's  action  in  raising  no  objec¬ 
tion  to  the  following  road  and  lane  closings s 

Scarborough  Bunce  Avenue. 
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Road  and  Lane  Closings  (continued) 

City  of  Toronto  Lane  243  feet  east  of  Huron  Street, 

extending  southerly  from  Sussex  Avenue. 

Unopened  portion  of  Roycroft  Drive,  west 
of  Boulton  Drive. 


Official  Plan  Amendments 


On  a  motion  by  Mrs.  Brook,  seconded  by  Mr.  Hurst,  the 
Board  confirmed  the  Commissioner's  action  in  recommending  approval 
of  the  following  amendments  to  the  official  plans  of  subsidiary 
planning  areas  by  the  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs? 

East  York  8  Deletion  of  "Area  to  be  subject  of  further 

study"  in  the  southeast  sector  of  the 
municipality  and  replacement  in  part  by 
"Area  within  which  apartment  development 
is  prohibited"  as  the  Borough  has  com¬ 
pleted  its  studies  of  the  area. 

Pickering 

Township  9  Designation  of  six  existing  gravel  pits 

as  "Pit  and  Quarry  Areas"  as  required  by 
the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  in  approving 
Pickering  By-law  303 7* 


North  York  233  Residential  to  Commercial;  one  acre  on  the 

northwest  corner  of  Bathurst  Street  and 
Cocksfield  Avenue  to  accommodate  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  professional  office  building 
with  non-retail  commercial  uses  on  the 
ground  floor. 

Scarborough  1 98  Institution  of  a  holding  by-law  on  the 

south  side  of  Sheppard  Avenue  between 
Markham  Road  and  Morning side  Avenue  until 
the  future  status  of  the  area  has  been 
determined . 


199  Residential  Uses  to  Highway  Commercial 

Uses;  one  and  a  half  acres  on  the  south¬ 
east  corner  of  Finch  and  Victoria  Park 
Avenues  to  permit  a  service  station. 

Streetsville  4  Industrial  and  Public  Park  to  Residential; 

approximately  20  acres  on  the  north  side 
of  Thomas  Street,  west  of  the  High  School 
as  anticipated  development  has  not  occurred. 
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Official  Plan  Amendments  (continued) 


City  of 

Toronto  202 

205 


206 


207 


General  amendment  to  permit  tuck  shops  in 
apartment  buildings. 

Residential  to  Commercial;  approximately 
one  half  acre  on  the  west  side  of  George 
Street  north  of  Shuter  Street  to  accom¬ 
modate  the  R. C. Mo  Pc  Headquarters. 

Residential  to  Commercial;  ten  acres  over 
Davisville  subway  yards  to  permit  an 
apartment-commercial  complex. 

Commercial  to  Industrial  to  permit  the 
Toronto  General  Hospital  to  construct  a 
steam  generating  plant  on  the  south  side 
of  Walton  Street,  east  of  Elizabeth  Street. 


Apartment  Density  Certification 


On  a  motion  by  Mr.  Youngs,  seconded  by  Mr.  Broadhurst, 
the  Board  confirmed  the  action  of  the  Commissioner  in  certifying 
to  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  that  the  following  by-laws  conform 
with  the  Metropolitan  Apartment  Density  Policy. 


Etobicoke 


North  York 


810 


834 


Approximately  2.1 4  acres  west  of  Municipal 
Drive  between  Rathburn  Road,  and  the  West 
Mall. 


No.  of  D.U, 
U.P.A. 

F. So  I . 


107 

50 

1  .41 


Approximately  1.718  acres  at  the  northwest 
corner  of  Scarlett  Road  and  La  Rose  Avenue. 


No.  of  D.U, 
U .  P  .  A . 

F  o  S  o  I . 


103 

60 

2.00 


22,104  Approximately  0.34  acres  located  at  the 
east  side  of  Islington  Avenue  south  of 
Milady  Road. 

No.  of  D.U. 

U.P.A. 

F.S.I. 


7 
21 
1  .  50 
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Apartment  Density  Certification  (continued) 


North  York 


Toronto 


22,139 


Approximately  0.39  acres  located  at 
southwest  corner  of  Bathurst  Street 
Hillhurst  Drive. 


the 

and 


No.  of  D.U, 
U .  P  „  A . 
F.S.I. 


13 

33-3 

2.25 


145-68  Approximately  1.327  acres  located  at  the 
south  side  of  King  Street  West,  between 
Spencer  and  Tyndall  Avenues. 


No. 
U.P .  A 
F.S.I 


of 


D.U, 


1  70 
128 
2.25 


Etobicoke  Official  Plan 


Delbana  Construction  Limited  has  requested  the  Minister 
of  Municipal  Affairs  to  refer  its  proposal  to  amend  the  Etobicoke 
Official  Plan  from  Residential  to  Commercial  with  respect  to  a 
0.6  acre  site  on  the  west  side  of  Martin  Grove  Road  between 
Redgrave  and  Richgrove  Drives  to  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  in 
view  of  the  Etobicoke  Council’s  refusal  to  amend  the  local 
official  plan  as  proposed. 

The  application  is  intended  to  permit  the  construction 
of  a  service  station  on  a  site,  where  detached  and  semi-detached 
dwellings  only  are  permitted  at  the  present  time. 

On  a  motion  by  Mr.  Mallette,  seconded  by  Mr.  Rotenberg, 
the  Board  recommended  that  the  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs  be 
advised  that  a  development  of  the  type  and  scale  proposed  by 
Delbana  Construction  Limited  is  considered  to  be  a  matter  which 
should  be  decided  at  the  local,  rather  than  at  the  Metropolitan 
level,  but  that  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  Planning  Board  would 
have  no  objection  from  the  point  of  view  of  Metropolitan  planning 
principles  and  policies  to  an  amendment  to  the  Etobicoke  Official 
Plan  to  permit  the  development  proposed. 


North  York  Official  Plan  Amendment  231 


North  York  Amendment  231  proposed  redesignation  of  a 
two  acre  site  on  the  west  side  of  Victoria  Park  Avenue  south  of 
O'Connor  Drive  from  Industrial  to  Commercial  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  supermarket.  Since  the  proposed  amendment  did  not  con¬ 
flict  with  the  Metropolitan  Plan,  the  Commissioner  made  no 
objection  to  the  amendment  and  his  action  was  confirmed  by  the 
Board  at  its  May  1 59  1968,  meeting.  However,  because  of  objections 
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North  York  Official  Plan  Amendment  231  (continued) 


raised  by  Scarborough  and  East  York  the  Department  of  Municipal 
Affairs  has  asked  the  Board  to  reconsider  its  decision.  It  has 
been  standing  policy  of  the  Board  that  the  location  of  commercial 
facilities  is  primarily  a  matter  of  local  concern  and  that  there  is 
no  objection,  from  a  Metropolitan  standpoint,  to  the  development  of 
local  commercial  facilities  such  as  are  provided  for  by  North  York 
Official  Plan  Amendment  231 . 

Mr.  Mallette  commented  on  the  abundance  of  retail  com¬ 
mercial  facilties  at  Eglinton  Avenue.  Mr.  Sigsworth  suggested  that 
the  whole  triangle  between  O'Connor  Drive,  Victoria  Park  Avenue  and 
the  North  York  -  East  York,  boundary  needed  studying. 

On  a  motion  by  Mr.  Hermant,  seconded  by  Mr.  Mansur,  the 
Board  reaffirmed  its  recommendation  of  May  15?  1968. 

Markham  Township  Official  Plan  Amendment  10 


Amendment  10  is  a  secondary  plan  for  the  Leslie  East 
Community,  approximately  375  acres  lying  between  Steeles  Avenue  and 
the  Canadian  National  Railway  line  from  the  Don  River  East  Branch 
to  the  proposed  extension  of  the  Don  Valley  Parkway  (Highway  4o4) . 
It  proposes  a  predominantly  residential  community  serviced  by  the 
Metropolitan  Trunk  Sewer  System  by  existing  agreement.  Three 
land  use  revisions  to  the  Metropolitan  Plan  are  required, 

a)  22  acres  north  of  John  Street,  between  Don  Mills  Road 
and  Highway  4o4,  from  Residential  to  Industrial; 

b)  28  acres  on  Don  Mills  Road  midway  between  Steeles 
Avenue  and  John  Street  from  Residential  to  Major 
Institutional ; 

c)  18  acres  on  the  north  side  of  Steeles  Avenue  between 
Don  Mills  Road  and  Highway  4o4  from  Residential  to 
Major  Commercial. 

On  a  motion  by  Mr.  Garriock,  seconded  by  Mr.  Mallette,  the  Board 
recommended  approval  of  Markham  Township  Official  Plan  Amendment 
10  by  the  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs  and  subsequent  to  such 
approval  the  necessary  amendment  of  the  Metropolitan  Plan  by  the 
Metropolitan  Council. 


Mississauga  Official  Plan  Amendment  198 


Amendment  1 98  proposes  a  90-acre  residential  community, 
including  a  36-acre  school  complex,  between  Winston  Churchill 
Boulevard  (Sixth  Line  West)  and  Southdown  Road,  south  of  the 
Queen  Elizabeth  Way.  The  amendment  requires  revision  of  land  use 
in  the  Metropolitan  Plan  from  Industrial  to  Residential  and  Major 
Institutional  of  lands  abutting  the  Canadian  National  Railways  line. 
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Mississauga  Official  Plan  Amendment  1 98  (continued) 


On  a  motion  by  Mr.  Mallette,  seconded  by  Mr.  Crashley, 
the  Board  recommended  approval  by  the  Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs  of  Mississauga  Official  Plan  Amendment  198,  and  subsequent 
to  such  approval  the  necessary  amendment  of  the  Metropolitan  Plan 
by  the  Metropolitan  Council. 


Vaughan  Official  Plan  Amendment  1  5 

Amendment  1 5  proposes  to  define  Rural  Residential 
Development  Policy  for  the  township  as  "to  consider  future  develop¬ 
ment  on  a  high  value  Rural  Residential  basis  either  on  selected 
’Country  estate*  parcels  of  land  or  on  registered  plans  of  sub¬ 
division  carefully  designed  to  take  advantage  of  (such)  features 
(as  forest  cover,  rolling  topography  and  streams)." 

The  Commissioner  was  of  the  opinion  that  the  policy  as 
defined  had  no  clear  objective  which  would  guide  or  direct  such 
development  to  achieve  desirable  planning  goals  such  as  are  found 
in  the  similar  official  plan  policies  of  Markham  and  Pickering 
Townships  and  in  such  circumstances  there  was  a  danger  on  the  one 
hand  of  scattered  subdivision  which  would  be  poorly  located  with 
reference  to  required  supporting  facilities  such  as  schools, 
churches,  libraries,  etc.,  or,  on  the  other,  of  undue  concentra¬ 
tion  which  would  lead  to  the  necessity  of  installing  public  water 
and  sewer  services  prematurally .  He  therefore  proposed  that 
Section  9  of  the  Metropolitan  Plan  which  specifies  general  criteria 
for  rural  development  should  be  applied  to  direct  the  implemen¬ 
tation  of  the  Township's  new  rural  residential  development  policy 
and  that  the  provisions  of  section  16  and  the  Land  Use  Table  of 
the  Metropolitan  Plan,  that  rural  residential  subdivisions  greater 
than  15  acres  in  area  be  permitted  only  by  official  plan  amendment, 
should  also  be  applied  in  Vaughan  to  ensure  adequate  control  and 
prevent  spoiling  the  essentially  rural  character  of  the  areas 
involved.  Mr.  Gnrriock  objected  to  having  the  restrictions  of 
the  Metropolitan  Plan  imposed  on  the  Vaughan  Planning  Area  and 
requested  that  decision  be  deferred  pending  further  discussions 
between  the  Commissioner  and  the  Vaughan  Planning  Board.  His 
motion  to  that  effect,  seconded  by  Mr.  Allen,  was  approved  by 
the  Board. 


North  York  By-law  22,103 


By-law  22,103  provides  for  a  mixed  residential,  com¬ 
mercial  and  office  development  on  3*8  acres  at  the  southwest 
corner  of  Finch  Avenue  and  Weston  Road. 
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North  York  By-law  22,103  (continued) 

On  a  motion  by  Mrs.  Brook,  seconded  by  Mr.  Hurst,  the 
Board  recommended  that  the  Metropolitan  Council  amend  the  Metro¬ 
politan  Plan  from  Industrial  to  Residential  with  respect  to  lands 
bounded  by  Finch  Avenue,  Weston  Road  and  the  Humber  River  tribu¬ 
tary,  and  certified  the  density  of  development  proposed  in  By-law 
22,103  to  be  in  accordance  with  the  Metropolitan  Apartment  Density 
Policy. 


North  York  By-law  22,135 


By-law  22,135  proposes  development  of  a  19*7  acre  site 
on  the  west  side  of  Jane  Street,  north  of  Black  Creek,  for  apart¬ 
ment  development  with  density  rights  transferred  from  7*2  acres 
abutting  the  creek  valley  which  are  to  be  dedicated  for  park 
purposes . 


The  floor  space  index,  including  lands  to  be  dedicated, 
would  be  1.5;  units  per  acre,  50,  and  ope.n  space  ratio  67$,  which 
would  conform  with  the  Metropolitan  Apartment  Control  Policy.  The 
Board  has  no  policy  permitting  transfer  of  density  but  is  presently 
considering  such  policy. 

On  a  motion  by  Mr.  Hermant,  seconded  by  Mr.  Youngs,  the 
Board  deemed  the  density  proposed  by  By-law  22,135  to  conform  with 
the  Metropolitan  Apartment  Development  Conrol  Policy  and  certified 
it  accordingly. 


Vaughan  Subdivisions  T-1 8940  and  T-1 9037 


Subdivision  T-1 8940  proposes  nine  rural  residential 
lots  on  16.6  acres  on  the  north  side  of  Highway  49  west  of 
Kleinburg  and  T-1 9307,  11  lots  on  13.6  acres  on  the  south  side 
of  Highway  49.  Both  subdivisions  are  in  the  Nashville  Community 
and  both  conform  with  the  policies  of  Section  9  of  the  Metropolitan 
Plan. 


On  a  motion  by  Mr.  Garriock,  seconded  by  Mr.  Crashley, 
the  Board  recommended  to  the  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs  appro¬ 
val  of  Subdivisions  T-1 8940  and  T-1 9037  and  on  approval  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Metropolitan  Plan  by  the  Metropolitan  Council  to 
designate  the  Nashville  Community  as  Rural  Residential. 
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Southern  Ontario  County  Water  Supply  and  Pollution  Control  Study 

On  a  motion  by  Mr.  Smith,  seconded  by  Mrs.  Scrivener, 
the  Board  received  for  information  the  Water  Supply  and  Pollution 
Control  Study  prepared  by  the  Ontario  Water  Resources  Commission 
for  Southern  Ontario  County. 


Federal  Government  Task  Force  on  Housing 


The  Commissioner  requested  direction  with  respect  to 
making  a  submission  to  the  Federal  Government  Task  Force  on 
Housing  on  behalf  of  the  Board.  He  suggested  that  the  Board's 
plans,  policies  and  current  studies  on  plan  re-examination  which 
provide  comprehensive  documentation  of  the  present  status  and 
proposals  for  growth  in  the  Toronto  metropolitan  area  should  be 
presented  to  the  Task  Force  as  background  material  against  which 
it  might  view  the  other  submissions  made  to  it. 

Mr.  Allen  felt  that  the  material  suggested  was  basic 
information  which  the  Task  Force  should  have  and  that  a  direct 
submission  of  this  type  by  the  Planning  Board  would  not  conflict 
with  any  submission  that  might  be  made  by  the  Metropolitan  Council. 
Mr.  Mallette  concurred,  stating  that  the  background  of  the  Task 
Force  members,  none  of  whom  were  planners,  should  be  complemented 
with  basic  planning  theories.  Mrs.  Scrivener  suggested  that  the 
crucial  items  in  the  submission  should  be  stressed.  Mr.  Crashley 
felt  that  the  report  on  Administration  of  the  Metropolitan  Plan 
was  too  voluminous  and  agreed  with  the  Commissioner  that  the 
details  of  fringe  growth  might  be  extracted  from  it.  Mr.  Hurst 
proposed  that  a  short  summary  of  the  brief  could  be  given  in  a 
verbal  presentation. 

On  a  motion  by  Mr.  Mallette,  seconded  by  Mrs.  Scrivener, 
the  Board  decided  to  submit  the  proposal  of  the  Commissioner  as  a 
brief  to  the  Federal  Task  Force  with  a  request  for  a  verbal 
presentation. 


Metropolitan  Toronto  and  Region  Transportation  Study 


The  Commissioner  presented,  for  the  information  of  the 
Board,  a  summary  of  the  Report  of  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  and 
Region  Transportation  Study  with  a  copy  of  the  Prime  Minister's 
request  for  comments  and  recommendations  before  December  31 9  1968. 
He  informed  the  Board  that  a  critical  analysis  of  the  report  would 
be  presented  to  the  October  meeting. 


-  15  - 

Metropolitan  Toronto  and  Region  Transportation  Study  (continued) 


Mr.  Crashley  was  concerned  with  the  transportation 
problem  and  on  behalf  of  the  City  indicated  a  desire  to  have  a 
.voice  in  some  of  the  decisions  or  at  least  to  be  made  aware  of 
the  decisions.  He  felt  there  was  no  coordination  between  the 
agencies  providing  the  various  modes  of  transportation  in  the 
region  and  that  no  analysis  of  their  impact  upon  the  City  was 
being  made.  He  wanted  assurance  that  this  would  be  done. 

Mr.  Wronski  pointed  out  that  the  Board  had  considered 
and  adopted  a  Metropolitan  Transportation  Plan  in  1  964  and  that 
that  plan  was  incorporated  into  the  Metropolitan  Plan  and  was  part 
of  the  transportation  program  now  being  undertaken.  He  also  re¬ 
minded  the  Board  that  the  Metropolitan  Plan,  including  its 
transportation  portion,  was  under  review  in  light  of  the  changes 
taking  place  in  the  Metropolitan  ar.ea.  He  assured  the  Board  that 
there  is  coordination  between  the  various  transportation  agencies 
including  the  T.ToC.  and  the  GO  commuter  service. 

On  a  motion  by  Mr.  Broadhurst,  seconded  by  Mr.  Marrese, 
the  Board  received  the  summary  of  the  M.T.A.R.T.S.  Report. 


Apartment  Density  Policy 


In  view  of  the  fact  that  only  three  Metropolitan  Muni¬ 
cipalities  (Etobicoke,  North  York  and  York) and  three  fringe  muni¬ 
cipalities  (Plarkham  Village,  Pickering  Township  and  Stree tsville ) 
had  commented  on  the  staff  proposals  for  transfer  of  density 
rights,  the  Board,  on  a  motion  by  Mr.  Rotenberg,  seconded  by 
Mr.  J.M.  Hall,  deferred  consideration  of  this  subject-  until  its 
October  meeting. 


Metropolitan  Waterfront  Plan 

The  Commissioner  reported  to  the  Board  that  a  presen¬ 
tation  of  the  Waterfront  Plan  had  been  made  to  a  joint  meeting 
of  the  Legislation  and  Planning  Committee  and  the  Metropolitan 
Council  on  September  17-  The  Legislation  and  Planning  Committee 
would  be  considering  the  Board's  recommendations  at  its  next 
meeting  on  October  1 . 


Board  Accounts 


On  a  motion  by  Mr.  Fitzgibbon,  seconded  by  Mr.  Mansur, 
the  Board  approved  its  accounts  for  June,  July  and  August  1 968 
as  submitted. 
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Toronto  International  Airport  Expansion 


Mrs.  Scrivener  inquired  whether  the  Metropolitan  Toronto 
Planning  Board  was  being  included  in  the  forthcoming  discussions 
between  the  Federal  Department  of  Transport  and  local  municipalities 
concerning  the  expansion  of  Toronto  International  Airport. 

Mr.  Allen  reported  that  Mr.  Wronski,  and  Mr.  Hurlburt, 
the  Chairman  of  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Committee  would  be 
accompanying  him  at  the  meeting. 


Rapid  Transit  Priorities  in  Metropolitan  Toronto 


Mr.  Wronski  reported  that  the  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Committee  had  recommended  to  Council  the  Board's  Report  on  Rapid 
Transit  Priorities. 

On  a  motion  by  Mr.  Garriock,  seconded  by  Mr.  Youngs, 
the  Board  received  for  information  comments  of  the  Toronto  Transit 
Commission  on  the  Report,  which  was  also  before  the  Transportation 
Committee . 


There  being  no  further  business  the  meeting  adjourned 
at  10s 10  p.m. 


Chairman. 


Secretary  Treasurer. 


FRL/np 

October  8,  1968. 
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Executive  Committee  Report,  July  24,  1 968 

The  Board  considered  the  report  of  the  meeting  of  the 
Executive  Committee  held  on  July  24,  1968,  and  on  a  motion  by 
Mrs.  Scrivener,  seconded  by  Mr.  Garriock,  confirmed  the  action 
of  the  Executive  Committee  as  follows; 

Etobicoke  By-law  81 1 


By-lav/  81 1  implements  Etobicoke  Subdivision  T-1  5878 
on  the  north  side  of  the  Richview  Side  Road,  west  from 
Kipling  Avenue.  The  plan  of  subdivision  proposes  the  exten¬ 
sion  of  Widdicombe  Hill  through  the  subdivision  to  connect 
with  Richview  Side  Road  in  place  of  Brampton  Road  which  is 
considered  by  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  Transportation  Technical 
Committee  to  be  a  necessary  mid-block  collector  road  for  the 
future  Richview  Expressway.  The  Committee  requested  Etobicoke 
to  reconsider  subdivision  T-1  7878  and  By-law  8l  1  .  Mr.  Mallette 
questioned  the  adviseabili ty  of  holding  up  development  to  get 
an  ideal  road  facility.  Mr.  Grossmith  indicated  that  in  the 
opinion  of  Etobicoke  the  collector  road  was  not  necessary. 

Mr.  Mallette,  with  Mr.  Lacey  seconding,  moved  an  amendment 
to  the  original  motion,  that  the  Board  recommend  approval  of 
Etobicoke  By-law  81 1 .  After  discussion  the  amendment  was 
lost  on  a  vote  of  9  to  8  against,  with  Mr.  Mansur,  having 
declared  an  interest,  refraining  from  both  discussion  and 
vote.  The  Board  then  confirmed  the  Executive  Committee’s 
recommendation  that  Etobicoke  Planning  Board  and  Council  be 
requested  to  reconsider  Plan  of  Subdivision  T-1 5878  and  its 
implementing  By-law  81 1  in  the  light  of  the  proposed  design 
concept  and  standards  of  the  future  Richview  Expressway,  con¬ 
sidering  that  a  full  collector  facility  is  required  in  this 
location,  and  that  only  such  a  facility  should  be  connected 
to  the  Richview  Expressway. 

North  York  By-law  22,010 


By-law  22,010  permits  the  use  of  approximately  17  acres 
on  the  east  side  of  Bayview  Avenue  north  of  Lawrence  Avenue 
for  the  new  site  of  Crescent  School.  The  use  conforms  with 
the  development  principles  of  the  Metropolitan  Plan  and  the 
Board  requested  the  Metropolitan  Council  to  amend  Map  II  of 
the  Plan  from  Residential  to  Major  Institutional  with  respect 
to  this  site. 


Minutes  of  the  157th  Regular  Meeting  of 
Metropolitan  Toronto  Planning  Board  held 
in  Committee  Room  3,  City  Hall,  Toronto, 
at  7:3 0  p.m.,  September  1 8 ,  1968. 


Present:  W. G.  Messer,  Chairman 

Sydney  Hermant,  Vice-Chairman 
W.Ro  Allen,  Q.C. 

Thos.  Broadhurst 
Mrs.  E.  Brook 
K.  Cooper 
JoD.  Crashley 
K.  Fitzgibbon 

N.  Garriock 
GoJ.  Gros smith 
J.M.  Hall 

F. W.  Hurst 
D.V.  Lacey 
Karl  Mallette 
D.B.  Mansur 
J.A.  Marrese 
David  Rotenberg 
Mrs.  R.H.  Scrivener 

O. T.  Sigsworth 
H.M.  Smith 

G. R.  Youngs,  Q.C. 

W.  Wronski,  Commissioner  of  Planning 

R.J.  Bower,  Deputy  Commissioner  of  Planning 

R.M.  Parker,  Assistant  Metropolitan  Solicitor 


Minutes:  1 56th  Meeting,  June  19*  1968 

On  a  motion  by  Mr.  Broadhurst,-  seconded  by  Mr.  Marrese, 
the  Board  approved  the  Minutes  of  the  1  56th  meeting,  June  19,  1968... 
as  .distributed . 


Minutes:  Special  Meetings 

On  a  motion  by  Mr.  Sigsworth,  seconded  by  Mr.  Youngs, 
the  Board  approved  the  Minutes  of  the  Special  Meeting  held  on 
July  17,  1968,  as  distributed. 

With  regard  to  the  Special  Meeting  on  August  21,  1968, 
Mr.  Wronski  advised  the  Board  that  Mr.  Dale  was  present  at  the 
meeting  but  his  name  had  not  been  included.  Mr.  Crashley  re¬ 
quested  that  his  comments  regarding  detailed  implementation  of 
the  Waterfront  Plan  be  included  in  the  Minutes.  The  Chairman 
requested  the  Commissioner  to  prepare  a  notation  of  Mr.  Crashley’ s 
comments  for  submission  to  the  next  Board  meeting. 
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Minutes  of  a  special  meeting  of  the 
Metropolitan  Toronto  Planning  Board 
held  in  Committee  Room  #3,  City  Hall, 
Toronto,  at  7: 30  p.m.,  August  21,  1968* 


Present:  W.G.  Messer,  Chairman 

Sydney  Hermant,  Vice  Chairman 
W.R.  Allen,  Q.C. 

Mrs.  E.  Brook 

F. C.  Buckley 
J.D.  Crashley 
Norn  Garriock 

G. J.  Grossmith 

F. W.  Hurst 
D.V.  Lacey 
D.B.  Mansur 
J.A.  Marrese 
Rex  Merritt 

Mrs.  R,H.  Scrivener 
R.Wo  Speck 

G. R.  Youngs,  Q.C. 

V. C.  Dale 

W.  Wronski,  Commissioner  of  Planning 
R.J.  Bower,  Deputy  Commissioner 

J.T.  Kirkland,  Asst.  Metropolitan  Solicitor 


Metropolitan  Waterfront  Plan 


The  Board  had  before  it  a  staff  report  on  the  comments 
submitted  at  the  Board’s  request  by  various  municipalities,  govern¬ 
ment  agencies,  private  organizations  and  individuals  concerning  the 
Waterfront  Plan  for  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  Planning  Area.  Copies 
of  the  various  submissions  together  with  a  summary  of  their  contents 
were  provided  to  each  board  member. 

The  Chairman  atr-ossetl  the  need  to  reach  a  conclusion 
with  respect  to  the^plan  so  that  it  could  be  placed  before  the 
Metropolitan  Council  at  the  earliest  moment, 

Mr.  Allen  urged  the  Board  to  concern  itself  with  the 
concept  of  the  plan.  He  stated  that  implementation  was  beyond  the 
powers  of  the  Metropolitan  Council  alone  and  must  be  a  three  level 
effort.  He  was  gratified  with  the  endorsement  of  the  plan  by 
Prime  Minister  Robarts  in  his  speech  at  the  opening  of  the  1968 
Canadian  National  Exhibition,  suggesting  that  it  only  remained  to 
bring  the  Federal  government  into  the  scheme.  He  felt  that  the 
proper  approach  to  implementation  for  the  Board  was  to  adopt  the 
plan  and  to  recommend  that  the  Metropolitan  Council  ask  the  Prime 
Minister  of  Ontario  to  initiate  discussions  on  a  three  level  basis. 
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Mr.  Crashley,  however,  felt  strongly  that  without 
knowledge  of  what  this  implementing  body  would  be  and  how  decision 
making  would  take  place,  the  Board  was  not  in  a  position  to 
properly  decide  on  this  point.  He  raised  the  question  as  to 
whether  the  waterfront  authority  would  take  on  detailed  implemen¬ 
tation  and  what  the  role  would  be  of  existing  agencies  such  as 
the  Toronto  Harbour  Commissioners. 

In  considering  the  Commissioner's  recommendations  in 
detail,  it  was  suggested  that  an  augmented  technical  committee 
should  be  made  available  for  consultation  to  any  implementing 
agency,  when  formed,  on  a  continuing  basis  and  should  not  neces¬ 
sarily  be  confined  to  an  "interim"  operation. 

On  a  motion  by  Mr.  Allen,  seconded  by  Mr.  Marrese, 
the  Board  adopted  the  Waterfront  Plan  for  the  Metropolitan  Toronto 
Planning  Area  and  recommended  to  the  Metropolitan  Council  that  it 

(a)  adopt  and  incorporate  the  concept  and  basic  principles  of 
the  Waterfront  Plan  in  the  Metropolitan  Plan; 

(b)  support  the  establishment  of  a  single  waterfront  authority 
responsible  for  the  promotion,  coordination  and  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  Waterfront  Plan  and,  if  possible,  for  its  detailed 
implementation  and  financing; 

(c)  request  the  Prime  Minister  of  Ontario  to  arrange,  at  the 
earliest  possible  opportunity,  discussions  with  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  Provincial,  Federal  and  Metropolitan  Toronto 
governments  for  the  establishment  of  an  appropriate  single 
authority  to  implement  the  Plan; 

(d)  pending  the  establishment  of  a  permanent  implementing  authority, 
appoint  a  Waterfront  Development  Coordinating  Committee  com¬ 
prised  of  the  members  of  the  present  Waterfront  Technical 
Committee  plus  additional  members  from  those  municipalities 

on  the  waterfront  not  now  represented  on  that  Committee  and 
from  the  Credit  Valley  Conservation  Authority; 

(e)  authorize  the  Metropolitan  Works  Commissioner  to  initiate 
feasibility  studies  of  land  fill  schemes  in  accordance  with 
the  Waterfront  Plan. 

The  Board  referred  to  Council  all  comments  received 
with  respect  to  the  establishment  of  implementing  agencies  for 
its  own  consideration  and  all  comments  received  with  respect  to 
detailed  planning  of  the  waterfront  for  future  consideration  by 
the  implementing  authority  and  other  appropriate  agencies. 
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The  Board  then  reviewed  again  the  recommendations 
of  the  Metropolitan  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee  and  on  a  motion 
by  Mr,  Allen,  seconded  by  Mr.  Speck,  decided 

(a)  to  inform  the  Advisory  Committee  of  the  action  taken  with 
respect  to  the  Committee's  recommendations' 

(b)  to  report  to  Council  the  recommendations  of  the  Advisory 
Committee  and  the  action  taken  thereon. 

The  Commissioner  was  further  instructed  to  send  the 
thanks  of  the  Board  to  all  governments,  agencies  and  individuals 
who  had  submitted  comments  on  the  Waterfront  Plan. 

Mr,  Rex  Merritt 

The  Chairman  informed  the  Board  that  Mr.  Merritt  had 
tendered  his  resignation  to  the  Metropolitan  Council  because  of 
his  removal  to  Vancouver.  Mr.  Messer  commended  Mr.  Merritt’s 
contribution  to  the  work  of  the  Board  during  the  period  of  his 
membership  both  as  a  representative  for  the  Eastern  Fringe  and 
as  a  member  at  large. 

There  being  no  further  business,  the  meeting  adjourned 

at  8:40  p.m. 


Chairman 


Secretary  Treasurer 


FRL/np 

October  7,  1968. 


. 
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ITEM  #3 


AGENDA 

OCTOBER  16,  1968 


CONFIRMATION  OF  COMMISSIONER'S  ACTION 

(a)  RECOMMENDED  SUBDIVISION  PLANS 

(b)  PROPOSED  ROAD  AND  LANE  CLOSINGS 

(c)  RECOMMENDED  OFFICIAL  PLAN  AMENDMENTS 

(d)  ZONING  BYLAWS  CERTIFIED  AS  TO  DENSITY 


METROPOLITAN  TORONTO  PLANNING  BOARD 

CITY  HALL 

TORONTO  1,  ONTARIO 


W.  G.  Messer 
Chairman 


W.  Wronski 

Commissioner  of  Planning 


and  Secretary-Treasurer 

October  8,  1968.  R.  J.  Bower 

Deputy  Commissioner 

TO  THE  PLANNING  BOARD, 

Re;  Proposed  Subdivisions 


Sydney  Hermant 
Vice-Chairman 


Recommendations  in  connection  with  each  of  the  following 
draft  plans  have  been  forwarded  to  the  Community  Planning  Branch 
of  the  Department  of  Municipal  Affairs  since  the  Metropolitan 
Toronto  Planning  Board  meeting  of  September  18,  1968, 

Etobicoke  -  CDM-6  Rockport  Holdings , 

(North  of  Albion  Road,  west 
of  Martin  Grove  Road) , 

86  units  „ . o o  c  c  o  .  o o . o c . o  , 5 Re commended . 

Markham  Twp ,  -  T- 17 501  Baywood  Developments  Ltd., 

(North  of  John  Street,  west 
of  Bayview  Avenue) , 

1^1  res,  lots  &  1  blk. 
institutional, ....... . cRecommended, 

T-19334  Paradelle  Developments, 

(East  of  Woodbine  Avenue,  north 
of  17th  Avenue) , 

62  res,  lots,  Twp,  declared 
premature.  We  concurred. 
. Not  Recommended. 


Mississauga 


T- 19069  J°  Reinova, 

(Lome  Park  Road  and 
Q.  E.  Way) , 

1 5  res .  lots . ......... .Recommended. 


T- 18555  United  Lands  Corp.  Ltd., 

(East  of  Winston  Churchill 
Blvd. ,  north  of  C.N.R.), 

20 7  single  family  res.  lots, 

225  semis  &  6  multi  res. 

blks ... . ....... . c .... . .Recommended. 


o  c  o 


■ 
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Mississauga 


North  York 


Scarborough 


Woodbridge 


FM/m 


T-17985  Olive  Martin  Ltd., 

(North  of  Q.E.  Way, 
east  of  Cliff  Road) 

19  res.  lots..... . Recommended. 

T-18207  Edrich  Const.  Co.  Ltd., 

(East  of  Clarkson  Road,  south 
of  Lakeshore  Road) , 

8  res.  lots . Recommended. 

T-18993  Deering  Construction  Ltd., 

(South  of  Burnhamthorpe  Road, 
east  of  Cawthra  Road) , 

14  semis . Recommended. 


T-18324  Ar-Ko  Construction  Ltd., 

(North  of  Mississauga  Road, 
east  of  Springbank  Road) , 

14  res.  lots . Recommended. 


T-19298  Rubin  Corporation  Ltd. , 

(North  of  Wilson  Avenue,  west 
of  Jane  Street) , 

13  semis  &  4  multi  res. 

blks . Recommended. 


T- 19066  Danbury  Developments  Ltd., 

(North  of  Finch  Avenue,  west 
of  Keele  Street) , 

7  multi  res.  blks  & 

1  comm.  blk.. . Recommended. 


T-I889O  Roger  Davidson  (In  Trust), 

(South  of  Finch  Avenue,  west 
of  Jane  Street) , 

142  semis,  3  multi  res.  blks. 

&  2  Ind.  blks. . ...Recommended. 


T-19095  Reixach  Bros.  Co.  Ltd., 

(South  of  Lawrence  Avenue, 
east  of  Meadowvale  Road) , 

20  res.  lots . Recommended, 

T-19286  North  Burwood  Properties  Ltd., 

(East  of  Eighth  Avenue,  north 
of  Church  Street) , 
l4  res.  lots.. . Recommended. 

yirwtlrM/  ' 

W.  Wronski , 

Commissioner  of  Planning. 


;••!  *'f 
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METROPOLITAN  TORONTO  PLANNING 

BOARD 

CITY  HALL 

TORONTO  1,  ONTARIO 

V.  G.  Messer 

Chairman 

W.  Wronski 

Commissioner  of  Planning 

ydney  Hermant 
Vice-Chairman 

October  8 

i  1968. 

and  Secretary-Treasurer 
R.  J.  Bower 
Deputy  Commissioner 

TO  THE  PLANNING  BOARD; 

Res  Proposed  Road  and  Lane  Closings 

The  following  is  a  list  of  road  and  lane  closings 
which  have  been  dealt  with  subsequent  to  the  Metropolitan 
Toronto  Planning  Board  meeting  of  September  18,  1 968 0  No 
objection  has  been  raised  to  the  proposal  of  the  local 
municipality  in  each  case0 

City  of  Toronto  -  Southerly  portion  of  the  lane  919  feet 

north  of  Sylvan  Avenue ,  extending 
westerly  from  Havelock  Street,  thence 
northerly  to  Bloor  Street  West0 

Easterly  33  feet  of  Kiswick  Street, 
south  of  Riverdale  Avenue . 


FM/m 


Wo  Wronski, 

Commissioner  of  Planning . 


n  ■  ■ 


METROPOLITAN  TORONTO  PLANNING  BOARD 

CITY  HALL 

TORONTO  1,  ONTARIO 


.  G.  Messer 
Chairman 

dney  Hermant 
ice-Chairman 


October  8 ,  1968* 


W.  Wronski 

Commissioner  of  Planning 
and  Secretary-Treasurer 

R.  J.  Bower 
Deputy  Commissioner 


TO  THE  PLANNING  BOARD; 

Re;  Proposed  Official  Plan  Amendments 

Recommendations  in  connection  with  each  of  the  following 
proposed  amendments  to  the  Official  Plans  of  subsidiary  planning 
areas  have  been  forwarded  to  the  Community  Planning  Branch  of 
the  Department  of  Municipal  Affairs  since  the  Metropolitan  Toronto 
Planning  Board  meeting  of  September  18,  1968* 


Etobicoke 


Mississauga 


North  York 


212  Residential  to  Commercial;  0*9  acres 
at  the  southeast  corner  of  Lakeshore 
Boulevard  West  and  Park  Lawn  Road  to 
permit  reconstruction  of  an  existing 
service  station* 

Recommended  * 

203  Highway  Commercial  to  Industrial; 

5*6  acres  on  the  north  side  of 
Airport  Road,  west  of  the  Indian  Line 
to  permit  a  greater  range  of  uses* 

Recommended  * 

235  Residential  to  Commercial  and  Public, 
Public  to  Residential,  and  Industrial 
to  Residential  to  accommodate  proposed 
Subdivision  T-19C66, 


Recommended . 


Ij-  '* 
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Scarborough 


City  of  Toronto 


200  Highway  Commercial  Uses  and  Residential 
Uses  to  Institutional  Uses  -  Fraternal, 
and  deletion  of  a  collector  road;  17 
acres  south  of  Lawson  Road,  west  of 
Meadowvale  Road  to  permit  a  Senior 
Citizens’  housing  project  on  an  existing 
Canadian  Legion  property. 

Recommended . 

201  To  provide  for  Neighbourhood  Commercial 
Uses  as  an  additional  alternative  use 

to  an  existing  Higher  Density  Residential 
Uses  designation  at  the  southeast  corner 
of  Birchmount  Road  and  Glendower  Circuit 
to  permit  a  service  station  as  well  as 
the  higher  density  residential  uses. 

Recommended . 

202  To  extend  the  limits  of  Part  I  of  the 
Phase  II  Development  Area  by  approximately 
30  acres. 

Recommended . 

208  General  amendment  to  permit  temporary 
parking  lots  in  certain  locations. 

Recommended. 


FM/m 


'VU/iA, 


W.  Wronski, 
Commissioner  of 


Planning . 


•T 
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METROPOLITAN  TORONTO  PLANNING  BOARD 

CITY  HALL 

TORONTO  1,  ONTARIO 


G.  Mosser 
Chairman 

Jney  Hermant 
ce-Chairman 

TO  THE  PLANNING  BOARD: 


October  1968 


V/.  Wronski 

Commissioner  of  Planning 
and  Secretary-Treasurer 

R.  J.  Bower 
Deputy  Commissioner 


Re :  Apartment  Density  Certification 

Since  the  Metropolitan  Planning  Board  meeting  of  September  18* 
1968,  the  Commissioner  of  Planning  has  certified  that  the 
density  sought  by  the  following  by-laws  is  within  the  density 
for  the  areas  in  question  specified  in  the  current  schedule  of 
maximum  density  adopted  by  the  Metropolitan  Planning  Board  and 
Council . 


East  York 


Etobicoke 


North  York 


North  York 


235  Approximately  0.8  acres  on  the 
west  side  of  Broadview  Avenue 
south  of  Pottery  Road. 


No.  of  D.U.  116 

U.P.A.  147 

P.S.I.  2.25 

878  Approximately  4.4  acres  at  the 

N.E.  corner  of  the  West  Mall  and 
Walney  Drive . 

No.  of  D.U.  220 

U.P.A.  50 

F.S.I.  1.35 

22  <, 075  Approximately  3  acres  at  Jane 
Street  and  Frith  Road. 

No.  of  D.U.  121 

U.P.A.  40 

F.S.I.  1.15 

22  ,,077  Approximately  14  acres  at  the 


N.E.  corner  of  Sheppard  Avenue 
and  the  Don  Valley  Parkway. 


No.  of  D.U. 

U.P.A. 

F.S.I. 


769 

55-1 

1.33 


\ 


: 
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North  York 


22,098 


2 


Approximately  3-9  acres  on  the 
west  side  of  Keele  Street  north 
of  Sheppard  Avenue . 


No.  of  D.U.  246 
U.P.A.  63.6 
F.S.I.  1.5 

North  York  22,102  Approximately  1.2  acres  on  the 

west  side  of  Jane  Street  north 
of  Stanley  Road. 

No.  of  D.U.  48 
U.P.A.  40 
F.S.I.  1.17 


4 


W.  Wronski, 
Commissioner 


of  Planning. 


DJA/lm 
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ITEM  #4(a) 


AGENDA 

OCTOBER  16,  1968 


VAUGHAN  OFFICIAL  PLAN  AMENDMENT  1 ? 


••\v 


METROPOLITAN  TORONTO  PLANNING  BOARD 


LAND  USE  DIVISION 


Report  on:  Vaughan  Official  Plan  Amendment  1 5 
Proposal:  Rural  Residential  Development  Policy 

Comment : 

Prior  to  the  adoption  of  Amendment  1 5?  the  Vaughan 
Official  Plan  provided  that  rural  residential  development  would 
be  "permitted  in  areas  which  are  unsuited  or  incapable  of  agri¬ 
cultural  production  by  reason  of  topographical  defects  or  soil 
conditions."  The  difficulty  of  interpreting  this  policy  and  the 
desire  to  attract  high  quality  rural  residential  development  has 
led  the  Township  Council  to  redefine  its  policy  "to  consider 
future  development  on  a  high  value  Rural  Residential  basis  either 
on  selected  ’Country  estate’  parcels  of  land  or  on  registered  plans 
of  subdivision  carefully  designed  to  take  advantage  of  (such) 
features  (as  forest  cover,  rolling  topography  and  streams)." 

The  amendment  suggests  that  very  extensive  areas  of 
the  Township  may  be  suitable  for  rural  residential  development, 
but  it  appears  to  have  no  clear  objective  which  would  guide  or 
direct  such  development  to  achieve  desirable  planning  goals  such 
as  are  found  in  the  similar  official  plan  policies  of  Markham 
and  Pickering  Townships.  In  these  circumstances,  there  is  a. 
danger  on  the  one  hand  of  scattered  subdivision  which  would  inter¬ 
fere  with  future  urban  development  patterns  or  which  would.be 
poorly  located  with  reference  to  required  supporting  facilities 
such  as  schools,  churches,  libraries,  etc.,  or  on  the  other  hand 
of  undue  concentration  which  would  lead  to  the  necessity  of  in¬ 
stalling  public  water  and  sewer  services  prematurely. 

To  avoid  these  dangers,  the  Metropolitan  Plan 
(Section  9,  see  attached  extract)  specifies  general  criteria  for 
rural  development  which  should  be  applied  in  the  absence  of  local 
planning  objectives  and  thus  direct  the  implementation  of  the 
Township's  new  rural  residential  development  policy.  The  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  16  and  the  Land  Use  Table  of  the  Metropolitan 
Plan  that  rural  residential  subdivisions  greater  than  1  5  acres 
in  area  be  permitted  only  by  official  plan  amendment  should. also 
apply  in  Vaughan  to  ensure  adequate  control  and  prevent  spoiling 
the  essentially  rural  character  of  the  areas  involved. 


!. 


2 


RECOMMENDATIONS: 

That  the  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs  he  advised 
to  approve  Vaughan  Official  Plan  Amendment  1 5  only  if  it  is 
modified  to  include 

1  .  the  general  criteria  for  rural  development  specified  in 
section  9  (a),  (b),  (c),  (d)  of  the  Metropolitan  Plan: 

2.  a  provision  that  a  proposed  rural  residential  subdivision 
greater  than  1 5  acres  in  area  be  permitted  only  by  further 
specific  amendment  to  the  Vaughan  Official  Plan. 


Commissioner  of  Planning. 


September  11,  1968. 
ATTACH. 


. 


,  i 


EXTRACT  FROM  THE 


PLAN  FOR  THE  METROPOLITAN  TORONTO  PLANNING  AREA 


GENERAL  CRITERIA  FOR  RURAL  DEVELOPMENT 


9.  Rural  Residential  development,  Rural  Industrial  development, 
and  development  permitted  in  the  Rural  Area  designated  on 
Map  II  (as  specified  in  section  16  of  this  part)  will  be  per¬ 
mitted  where  all  of  the  following  conditions  are  met? 

(a)  The  use  does  not  generate  traffic  which  exceeds  the 
capacity  of  the  available  road  system; 

(b)  The  use  does  not  jeopardize  agricultural  activities; 

(c)  The  use  conforms  to  the  requirements  of  the  appropriate 
local  health  authority  and  Conservation  Authority  or 
the  Ontario  Water  Resources  Commission; 

(d)  In  the  case  of  a  Rural  Residential  subdivision,  the 
site  of  the  subdivision? 

(i)  Has  suitable  access  for  the  purposes  of  school 
transportation; 

(ii)  Possesses  natural  amenities  which  make  it  a 
desirable  location  for  residential  use; 

(iii)  Does  not  require  public  sanitary  sewers  or 
water  supply. 


'  ■ 
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ITEM  #4(b) 


AGENDA 

OCTOBER  16,  1968 


MISSISSAUGA  OFFICIAL  PLAN  AMENDMENT  201 


METROPOLITAN  TORONTO  PLANNING  BOARD 

LAND  USE  DIVISION 


Report  on:  Mississauga  Official  Plan  Amendment  201. 

Location:  Approximately  75  acres  east  of  the  C.P.R.  between 

the  Base  Line  and  McConnell  Road. 

Proposal:  To  permit  erection  of  radio  transmitter  towers  for 

C.F.G.M.  Broadcasting  Limited. 


Comments : 

The  refusal  of  Mississauga  to  amend  its  official  plan  and  zoning 
by-law  to  permit  the  erection  of  radio  transmission  towers  was 
appealed  to  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  who  directed  the  Town  to 
make  the  necessary  amendments  to  permit  the  use.  In  order  that 
the  Metropolitan  Plan  be  made  consistent,  it  will  be  necessary 
to  amend  Map  II  (the  Land  Use  Plan)  as  indicated  on  the  attached 
map. 


RECOMMENDATION : 

That  the  Metropolitan  Council  be  advised  that  the  Metropolitan 
Plan  has  been  amended  from  "Agricultural"  to  "Transportation 
and  Utilities"  in  respect  of  approximately  75  acres  east  of  the 
C.P.R.  between  the  Base  Line  and  McConnell  Road,  Mississauge. 


W.  Wronski, 

Commissioner  of  Planning. 


DJA/lm 
ATTACH  (1) 
OCTOBER  4,  1968 . 
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TOWN  OF  MISSISSAUGA 
OFFICIAL  PLAN  AMENDMENT  201. 
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SCALE  :  I  Inch  to  5000  ft. 

M.T.P.B.  JUNE  1968 


o  X  oo  o 

o  °  o  _  o  o 

3 _ °  -  n. 


RESIDENTIAL  (  Rural) 
RESIDENTIAL  (  Urban) 
INDUSTRIAL 

TRANSPORTATION  &  UTILITIES 

INSTITUTIONAL 

COMMERCIAL 

PRIVATE  OPEN  SPACE 


PUBLIC  OPEN  SPACE 


REQUIRED  AMENDMENT  TO  METROPOLITAN  PLAN 

FROM  AGRICULTURAL  TO  TRANSPORTATION 
Or  UTILITIES 


ITEM  #4(c) 


AGENDA 
OCTOBER  16 


PICKERING  TOWNSHIP  OFFICIAL  PLAN 


PROPOSED  AMENDMENT 


METROPOLITAN  TORONTO  PLANNING  BOARD 
LAND  USE  DIVISION 


Report  on:  Proposed  amendment  to  the  Metropolitan  Plan 

for  Community  of  Brock  (Pickering  Township). 

Location:  Intersection  of  Brock  Road  and  Concession  4. 

Proposal:  Redesignation  from  "Agricultural"  to  "Rural 

Residential"  in  the  Metropolitan  Plan. 

Comments : 

Pickering  Township  has  completed  an  extensive  study  of  hamlets 
and  proposes  to  institute  detailed  zoning  policies  to  implement 
the  planning  proposals  contained  in  the  report.  Of  the  hamlets 
included  in  the  study  only  that  of  Brock  is  not  at  present 
recognized  by  a  "Rural  Residential"  designation  on  the  Land  Use 
Plan  (Map  II)  of  the  Metropolitan  Plan.  Since  the  community 
exists  as  a  viable  unit  (the  present  population  is  approximately 
300),  it  is  desirable  to  amend  Map  II  to  "Rural  Residential" 
in  respect  of  the  developed  area. 


RECOMMENDATION: 


That  Metropolitan  Council  be  advised  to  amend  the  Land  Use  Plan 
(Map  II)  of  the  Metropolitan  Plan  in  respect  of  the  developed 
area  of  the  hamlet  of  Brock. 


W.  Wronski, 

Commissioner  of  Planning. 


DJA/lm 
ATTACH  (1) 
October  8,  1968. 
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PROPOSED  AMENDMENT  TO  METROPOLITAN  PLAN 

FOR  HAMLET  OF  BROCK 


SCALE  :  linch  to  2,000  feet 


AGRICULTURAL 


PRIVATE  OPEN  SPACE 


PROPOSED  AMENDMENT  TO  METROPOLITAN  PLAN 

AGRICULTURAL  TO  RURAL 
RESIDENTIAL 


P.B.  Oct.  1968 


ITEM  #4(d) 


AGENDA 

OCTOBER  16,  1968 


MARKHAM  TOWNSHIP  OFFICIAL  PLAN  AMENDMENT  1? 


METROPOLITAN  TORONTO  PLANNING  BOARD 


LAND  USE  DIVISION 


Report  on:  Markham  Township  Official  Plan  Amendment  17- 

Location:  An  area  generally  bounded  by  John  Street  (north), 

Leslie  Street  Extension  (east),  Steeles  Avenue  (south) 
and  the  Canadian  National  Railway  (west),  comprising 
approximately  366  acres. 


Proposal : 


Secondary  Plan  for  Leslie-West  Community. 


Comment : 


The  Markham  Official  Plan  provides  that  Secondary  Plans  will 
be  prepared  for  urban  residential  neighbourhoods,  rural  res¬ 
idential  communities  and  industrial  areas  to  establish  detailed 
land  use  and  road  patterns.  This  amendment  would  implement  this 
policy  and  S.66  of  the  Metropolitan  Plan  with  regard  to  the  area 
defined,  which  is  described  as  the  Leslie-West  Community,  and 
which  would  contain  two  residential  neighbourhoods  and  part  of  the 
Thornlea  Industrial  area. 


The  residential  development  would  consist  of  single-family  and 
multiple  housing,  not  exceeding  16  units  per  acre,  but  no 
apartments.  The  two  residential  neighbourhoods,  covering  338 
acres  would  accommodate  approximately  2,630  persons.  No  com¬ 
mercial  uses  would  be  permitted  in  either  neighbourhood. 
Industrial  uses  would  be  confined  to  the  triangle  bounded  by 
John  Street,  the  CNR  by-pass  and  the  Bala  Line.  The  entire 
area  would  drain  into  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  sewer  system, 
and  be  served  by  municipal  water  mains. 

The  proposed  land  use  designations  conform  to  those  of  the 
Metropolitan  Land  Use  Plan  and  no  amendment  of  the  Metropolitan 
Plan  is  required. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


That  the  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs  be  advised  that  this 
Board  has  no  objection  to  approval  of  Markham  Official  Plan 

Amendment  17 .  / 

A/vj  c AJ 

/  W.  Wronski, 

Commissioner  of  Planning 


MRM/lm 
ATTACH  (1) 
OCTOBER  8,  1968 
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MARKHAM  TOWNSHIP  OFFICIAL  PLAN 
SECONDARY  PLAN  FOR  THE  LESLIE-WEST  COMMUNITY 

AMENDMENT  17 


(NEIGHBOURHOOD  COMMERCIAL 
FACILITIES  PLANNED  HERE) 


(FUTURE  GRADE 
SEPARATION) 


RESIDENTIAL-SINGLE  FAMILY 
RESIDENTIAL—  MULTIPLE 
OPEN  SPACE 

INDUSTRIAL 


SCALE  :  l"  to  IOOO‘ 


M.T.PB. 


OCTOBER 


1966 
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ITEM  #5 


AGENDA 

OCTOBER  16,  1968 


APARTMENT  DENSITY  POLICY 
PROGRESS  REPORT 
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METROPOLITAN  TORONTO  PLANNING  BOARD 

CITY  HALL 

TORONTO  1,  ONTARIO 


October  7,  1968 


W.  Wronski 

Commissioner  of  Planning 
and  Secretary-Treasurer 

R.  J.  Bower 
Deputy  Commissioner 


TO  THE  PLANNING  BOARD 


Re:  Proposed  Revision  to  the  Metropolitan  Apartment 

Density  Control  Policy  -  Density  Transfer 

At  its  June  and  September  1968  meetings ,  the  Board  gave 
preliminary  consideration  to  the  Report  on  Transfer  of 
Densities  which  suggested  a  policy  provision  for  the  trans- 
fer  of  residential  density  rights  from  one  parcel  of  land  to 
another  in  certain  instances .  The  report  has  been  tabled 
pending  receipt  of  comments  from  the  planning  boards  of 
all  municipalities  in  the  Planning  Area. 

At  the  September  meeting,  the  comments  of  Etobicoke,  North 
York  and  York,  Markham  Village,  Pickering  Township  and 
Streetsville  were  available  for  the  Board's  consideration. 

Since  that  time,  the  comments  of  the  Scarborough  and  Vaughan 
Planning  Boards  have  been  received  and  are  attached. 

Vaughan  has  no  comment  to  make  and  Scarborough  appears  not 
to  favour  a  formal  revision  to  the  policy  at  this  time  in 
favour  of  departures  from  the  standing  policy  where  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Borough  circumstances  warrant  in  the  future. 

The  comments  of  the  Toronto  and  East  York  Planning  Boards 
are  not  yet  available  but  are  understood  to  be  in  pre¬ 
paration  in  both  instances.  The  Mississauga  Planning  Board 
staff  has  suggested  unofficially  that  it  does  not  anticipate 
that  there  will  be  an  objection  to  the  proposed  revision, 
but  there  are  probably  few  opportunities  where  it  would  be 
applicable  in  the  town  in  view  of  existing  density  controls. 

The  opinions  of  the  Toronto  Planning  Board  are  of  considerable 
importance  in  this  question  since  the  greater  part  of  the 
metropolitan  area's  redevelopment  will  take  place  in  the 
central  city,  and  the  density  transfer  technique,  if  it  is 
feasible  anywhere,  might  be  useful  in  helping  to  achieve  the 
City's  redevelopment  objectives.  For  this  reason  and  because 
the  Toronto  Planning  Board's  comments  are  expected  imminently, 
the  Board  is  requested  once  again  to  defer  further  consideration 
of  the  policy  revision  until  November. 


W.  Wronski, 

Commissioner  of  Planning. 
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SCARBOROUGH  PLANNING  BOARD  -  -  -  - 

2001  Eglinton  Avenue  East 
SCARBOROUGH,  Ontario 
Telephone  759-^-747 

RESOLUTION 

September  26th,  1968 

Moved  by  Mr.  R.J.  SHARPE 
Seconded  by  Mr.  L.R.  PURCELL 

RESOLVED  that  WHEREAS  the  Metro  Planning  Board  has  established 
Metro  Apartment  Density  Policies; 

AND  WHEREAS  the  Metro  Board  is  considering  modifications  to 
these  policies  as  outlined  in  a  report  of  June  24th  1968* 

AND  WHEREAS  said  modifications,  if  approved,  do  not  include  all 
situations,  will  create  unequable  administrative  problems,  and  will 
ultimately  undermine  the  basic  purpose  and  objectives  of  said  policies. 

BE  IT  THEREFORE  RESOLVED  that  this  Board  recommends  to  the  Metro 
Planning  Board  that  these  policies  remain  as  is,  but  accept  that 
modifications  are  acceptable,  provided: 

(a)  the  general  intent  of  present  maximum  policies  is  maintained 

(b)  an  increase  can  be  justified  as  serving  a  public  purpose 

(c)  such  increases  meet  all  other  planning  objectives 

(d)  the  advantage  to  satisfy  the  public  purpose  is  not  out- 
iweighed  by  the  disadvantages  of  undermining  the  basic 
purpose  and  objectives  of  the  Metro  Density  Policies. 

Said  modifications  to  be  at  the  Borough's  discretion  to  be 
ratified  by  the  Metro  Planning  Board. 


Carried 


Chairman  GEORGE  R.  YOUNGS. 
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Agenda  No .  18 

Date:  Sept.  26/68 


TO:  THE  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS 
OP  THE  PLANNING  BOARD. 

Gentlemen:  RE:  METRO  APARTMENT  DENSITY 

POLICY 


BACKGROUND: 

The  Board  may  recall  the  Metro  density  policy  presently 
in  effect,  which  generally  states ,  with  some  exceptions,  that  60 
units  to  the  acre,  or  1.5  f.s.i.  is  the  maximum  net  density 
permitted  in  the  suburban  areas  of  Scarborough. 

Based  on  submissions  from  some  of  the  Boroughs,  as  out¬ 
lined  in  the  attached  report  of  Mr .  W.  Wronski  to  his  Board,  Mr. 
Wronski  has  recommended  changes  in  the  above-mentioned  policy, 
and  has  requested  local  Boards’  comments  respecting  this  proposal. 

PROPOSED  POLICY  REVISIONS  AND  COMMENTS 

Section  4f  a) 

(1)  "Notwithstanding  Section  4,  the  maximum  densities  specified 

on  Map  1C  may  be  exceeded  by  the  transfer  of  development 
rights  from  one  parcel  of  land  to  another  to  permit  the  use 
of  the  residual  parcel  or  parcels  for  public  open  space  and 
recreational  uses  or  for  road  improvemei  t  purposes,  if  all 
of  the  following  conditions  are  met : 

(i)  for  public  open  space  and  recreational  purposes,  the 
residual  parcel  or  parcels  may  not  be  separated  from 
the  building  site  other  than  by  a  public  street  or 
lane,  or  similar  right-of-way  open  to  the  general 
public" . 

COMMENT:  The  majority  of  dedications  for  recreational  purposes  in  the 
Borough  are  in  the  form  of  monetary  contributions.  If  this 
is  to  be  the  policy,  then  the  developer  with  lands  abutting 
public  parks  would  have  an  advantage. 

"(ii)  the  residual  parcel  or  parcels  must  be  deeded  to  the 
local  municipality  as  public  open  space  or  for  road 
improvement  purposes." 

COMMENT:  (a)  This  was  the  case  at  the  southeast  corner  of 

Scarborough  Golf  Club  and  Lawrence  Avenue. 
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Agenda  No.  18 


COMMENT :  (b)  To  achieve  this  in  its  entirety  in  the 

subdivision  sections  of  the  Borough*  could 
involve  extensive  re-zonings  and  changes  on 
plans  of  subdivision*  which  may  generate 
populations  which  would  exceed  elementary 
and  high  school  facilities. 

"(iii)  the  residual  parcel  or  parcels*  if  intended  for 

use  as  public  open  space,  must  be  in  an  area 
clearly  established  as  an  area  of  park  need,  and 
must  be  of  such  a  size  and  shape  to  be  of  effective 
use  for  public  recreational  purposes." 


COMMENT:  The  Parks  Commission  generally  request  that  a  usable 

neighbourhood  park  be  at  least  a  minimum  of  4  acres 
in  size.  It  is  the  exceptional  case  where  a  park 
dedication  would  be  of  this  extent. 


"(iv) 


all  other  development  standards  of  the  local 
municipal  zoning  by-law  shall  be  met." 


NO  COMMENT. 


"(v)  the  total  increase  in  density  on  the  building 

site  shall  be  no  greater  than  1/3  of  the  density 
specified  on  Map  IC  or  30  units  per  acre, 
whichever  is  the  lesser  amount." 


COMMENT :  In  most  instances  the  neighbourhoods  and  communities 

are  planned  to  the  maximum  of  public  facilities  and 
such  a  scheme  may  involve  major  changes  in  your 
Official  Plan*  and  population  increases  may  be 
accommodated  in  some  neighbourhoods  and  in  others 
it  would  be  impossible  if  parks  and  school  board 
standards  are  maintained. 


"The  provisions  of  Section  4(a)  shall  not  apply  to  lands  designated 
"Major  Public  Open  Space"  or  "Transportation  and  Utilities"  on  the 
Land  Use  Plan  (Map  II)  of  the  Metropolitan  Plan." 

COMMENT?  Lands  generally  south  of  Sheppard  Avenue  within 

the  Metro  watershed  are  designated  public  open 
space  on  the  Metro  Plan*  but  north  of  Sheppard 
Avenue  lands  are  not  so  designated  on  the  Metro 
Plan*  but  are  on  the  Scarborough  Plan.  There 
are  other  lands  within  the  Borough  which  are  so 
designated  serving  a  similar  public  use.  Such 
a  policy  could  bonus  one  section  of  the  Borough 
and  not  the  other . 
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The  provisions  of  Section  4(a)  (1)  (ii)  shall 
apply  to  lands  to  be  dedicated  for  road  widening 
purposes ,  only  in  areas  contained  within  the 
Urban  Setback  Boundary  designated  on  Map  IV  of 
the  Metropolitan  Plan." 


COMMENT : 


(a)  This  exception  to  units  per  acre  on  road 
widenings  is  granted  generally  in  the  area 
bounded  by  Pharmacy  Avenue ,  Humber  River,, 

Lake  Ontario  and  generally  north  to  the 
City  of  Toronto  boundary. 

Metro  staff’s  reasons  are  that  they  assume 
that  all  lands  generally  in  the  suburbs 
outside  this  area  will  develop  by  plans  of 
subdivision  and  the  widenings  would  be 
dedicated.  Also,  in  view  of  high  land 
values  in  the  inner  core,  well  needed 
road  widening  dedications  cannot  be 
obtained  otherwise. 

(b)  Considerable  rezoning  without  plans  of 
subdivision  will  be  undertaken  within 
these  areas,  which  placed  the  suburban 
developer  in  the  position  of  dedicating 
widenings  gratis,  whereas  if  he  is  within 
the  Urban  Setback  Boundary  area,  he  obtains 
units  per  acre  on  widenings . 

(c)  There  is  a  difficulty  in  administering 
this  policy,  with  the  same  developer 
developing  in  different  areas .  It  is  dif¬ 
ficult  to  make  an  apartment  developer  under¬ 
stand  that  he  does  not  get  units  per  acre  in 
the  suburbs,  but  he  dees  in  the  central  core. 


RECOMMENDATIONS : 


The  present  policy  of  1.5  F.S.I.  or  60  units  per  acre  as 
established  by  the  Metro  Planning  Board  to  affect  most  of  Scarborough 
has  had  the  following  impact : 


(1)  Contributed  towards  stability  of  apartment  land  values 
whereby  lands  presently  zoned  and  serviced  have  been 
placed  on  the  market .  An  owner  of  60  unit  zoned  land 
would  be  reluctant  to  sell  if  there  was  the  prospect 
of  achieving  an  increase  in  units  per  acre. 

(2)  Planning  of  populations  in  relation  to  facilities 
has  been  able  to  be  achieved  with  some  degree  of 
consistency. 
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(3)  Extensive  areas  of  apartments,  even  at  60  units/ 

acre  creates  an  imbalance  between  present  suburban 
standards  of  public  facilities,  and  the  ability  of 
the  Borough  within  the  framework  of  present 
legislation  to  provide  the  required  facilities,  e.g. 
5$  parkland  dedication  does  not  meet  the  Parks 
Commission  standard  of  2-J-  acres  per  1000  population 
on  apartment  land  at  l8C  persons  per  acre. 

Consistent  with  the  Metro  Flanning  Board  policy  of 
greater  densities  in  the  Metro  core,  it  is  logical  to  assume  that 
there  are  areas  of  Scarborough  in  community  cores,  and  abutting 
GO  Stations,  where  greater  than  60  units/acre  are  justified, 
provided  all  neighbourhood  facilities  are  adequate,  and  other 
planning  objectives  are  achieved. 


Such  policies,  with  these  subtle  differences  in  the 
opinion  of  the  general  public,  but  important  in  planning,  have  not 
received  public  acceptance,  so  the  alternative  has  been  the  same 
general  maximum  density  for  all. 


To  change  the  present  Metro  Planning  Board  policy  would 
have  the  effect  of  undermining  the  Metro  objectives  and  the  above- 
mentioned  Borough  objectives. 


In  consideration  of  all  factors,  it  is  recommended  that 
the  Metro  Board  be  advised  to  leave  the  policy  as  is,  but 
accept  the  principle  that  exceptions  will  be  made  generally  as 
outlined  by  Mr.  Wronski,  provided: 

(a)  The  general  intent  of  the  present  maximum  densities 
of  the  Metro  policy  is  maintained. 

(b)  An  increase  can  be  justified  as  serving  a  public 
purpose . 

(c)  Conformance  with  the  populations  of  the  Borough 
Official  Plan,  and  such  increases  meet  all  other 
planning  objectives. 


DFE: dt 


(d)  The  advantage  to  satisfy  the  public  purpose  is  not 
outweighed  by  the  disadvantages  of  undermining  the 
basic  purposes  and  objectives  of  the  Metro  Density 
policies . 

Respectfully  submitted, 

(sgn'd) 

D.F.  Easton, 

Commissioner  of  Planning. 


.  . 


•r 


r* 


*■,  • 


CREST 


COPY 


Telephone 

832-2281 


TOWNSHIP  OF  VAUGHAN 
1850 


Municipal  Offices 
MAPLE*,  Ontario 

September  30th.,  1968. 


Mr.  W.  Wronski, 

Commissioner  of  Planning, 
Metropolitan  Toronto  Planning  Board, 
19th  Floor,  East  Tower, 

City  Hall, 

TORONTO,  Ontario 


Re:  APARTMENT  DENSITY  TRANSFER  POLICY 
Dear  Mr.  Wronski: 

At  the  September  26th,  1968  meeting  of  the  Vaughan 
Planning  Board  the  following  resolution  was  passed. 

"That  the  Director  of  Planning  write  to  the 
Metropolitan  Toronto  Planning  Board  and 
inform  that  agency  that  Vaughan  Planning 
Board  has  no  comments  to  make  on  the  pro¬ 
posed  Transfer  Density  Policy". 

For  your  added  information  the  following  staff  report 
is  included. 


Cordially  yours. 


( Sgnd . ) 

John  M.  Dewar, 
Director  of  Planning. 
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Item  No .  1  ( e ) . 

STAFF  REPORT 

September  24th,  1968. 


APARTMENT  DENSITY  AND  TRANSFER 


INTRODUCTION :  -  Planning  Board  members  will  recall  that  about  the 
middle  of  1967  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  Planning  Board  had  produced 
its  report  on  Apartment  Density  Control.  At  that  time  your 
Director  of  Planning  made  an  analysis  of  the  report  and  indicated 
to  Planning  Board  that  it  appeared  not  to  significantly  affect 
planning  matters  in  Vaughan  Township.  Your  Director  of  Planning 
was  instructed  to  indicate  as  much  in  correspondence  to  the  Metro¬ 
politan  Toronto  Planning  Board.  This  was  done.  Subsequently ,  it 
became  a  matter  of  some  concern  that  construction  bonuses  avail¬ 
able  to  developers  were  being  acquired  by  open  space  land  not 
connected  with  the  site  proposed  for  development,  or  for  some 
other  reason  such  as  dedication  of  park  land  or  road  widening. 

This  brought  about  the  proposed  transfer  of  density  policy. 

GENERAL  COMMENT :  -  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  Director  of  Planning 
that  the  proposed  transfer  of  density  policy  affects  Vaughan 
Township  no  more  than  does  the  original  report  and  policy  on 
apartment  density.  It  is  assumed  that  transfer  policy  will  be 
utilized  only  where  it  is  impossible  for  the  developer  to  accom¬ 
modate  the  building  he  proposes  on  the  site  that  he  holds.  Also 
it  is  assumed  that  the  site  is  admirably  situated  for  a  building 
of  the  proportions  desired  by  the  developer,  and  that  it  is  to 
the  advantage  of  the  Municipality  to  arrange  for  a  density 
transfer.  It  is  unlikely  that  this  situation  will  immediately 
occur  in  Vaughan  Township,  since  it  will  not  be  bypassed  parcels 
of  land  and  redeveloped  parcels  of  land  that  will  be  utilized 
for  apartment  construction.  In  the  main,  those  things  that 
are  necessary  to  apartment  life  will  be  contained  on  the  site 
of  the  apartment.  We  are  speaking,  of  course,  of  those  things 
that  must  be  provided  by  the  developer. 

RECOMMENDATION:  -  It  is  recommended  that  the  Director  of  Planning 
write  to  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  Planning  Board  and  inform  that 
agency  that  Vaughan  Planning  Board  has  no  comments  to  make  on 
the  proposed  transfer  of  density  policy. 


ITEM  #6 


AGENDA 

OCTOBER  16,  1968 


REPORT  OF  THE 

METROPOLITAN  TORONTO  AND  REGION  TRANSPORTATION  STUDY 


ANALYSIS  OF  THE  LAND  USE  PROPOSALS 


METROPOLITAN  TORONTO  PLANNING  BOARD 

CITY  HALL 

TORONTO  1,  ONTARIO 


W.  G.  Messer 
Chairman 


W.  Wronski 

Commissioner  of  Planning 
and  Secretary-Treasurer 

R.  J.  Bower 
Deputy  Commissioner 


Sydney  Hermant 
Vice-Chairman 


October  1968 


TO  THE  PLANNING  BOARD: 

Re:  Metropolitan  Toronto  and  Region  Transportation  Study 

At  its  September  meeting  it  was  indicated  to  the  Board 
that  a  critical  analysis  of  the  MTARTS  Report  would  be 
prepared  for  the  Board’s  consideration.  The  attached 
report  is  Part  I  of  that  analysis  discussing  the  alternative 
Goals  Plans  from  the  standpoint  of  land  use. 

Part  II  of  the  analysis  is  being  prepared  jointly  with  the 
Metropolitan  Commissioner  of  Roads  and  Traffic  and  will  be 
presented  for  consideration  at  the  November  meeting. 

For  the  convenience  of  Board  members^  the  Summary  of  the 
Report  which  was  presented  at  the  September  meeting  is 
again  enclosed  for  reference  purposes. 
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¥.  Wronski 

Commissioner  of  Planning 
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REPORT  ON 


METROPOLITAN  TORONTO  AND  REGION  TRANSPORTATION  STUDY 


PART  I 


Background : 

The  last  two  volumes  of  the  Metropolitan  Toronto 
Transportation  Study  entitled  "Choices  for  a  Growing  Region"  and 
"Transportation  for  the  Regional  City  -  Statement  of  Principles 
and  Recommendations"  were  released  for  public  perusal  on  June  17? 
1968.  On  July  19,  1968,  the  Prime  Minister  of  Ontario  formally 
requested  that  comments  or  recommendations  be  made  to  the  Treasurer 
of  Ontario  by  December  31,  1968,  for  further  study  by  the  Advisory 
Committee  on  Regional  Development,  to  enable  recommendations  to  be 
made  to  the  Provincial  Cabinet.  On  September  3,  1968,  the  Metro¬ 
politan  Transportation  Committee  requested  the  Commissioners  of 
Roads  and  Traffic,  and  Planning  to  review  the  Study  reports  and 
to  submit  their  comments  to  the  Planning  Board  and  hence  to  the 
Metropolitan  Council  so  that  they  can  be  officially  conveyed  to 
the  Provincial  Government. 


This  report  comments  on  the  Study  Volume  II,  "Choices 
for  a  Growing  Region".  It  is  intended  to  submit  further  comments 
on  the  "Transportation  for  the  Regional  City"  (Volume  III)  to  the 
November  meeting  of  the  Board. 

Nature  of  the  Study  Report; 

The  report  is  described  by  its  authors  as  "....a  first 
step  towards  the  evolution  of  a  regional  plan  as  a  guide  to  the 
general  development  of  the  area".  It  is  basically  a  land  use 
study  for  year  2000  conducted  to  enable  a  more  rational  planning 
of  transportation  facilities.  The  report  itself  does  not  con¬ 
stitute  a  regional  plan  nor  is  it  intended  to  do  so.  It  does, 
however,  present  a  prediction  of  the  form  of  development  likely 
to  evolve  from  existing  trends  and,  in  addition,  it  formulates 
possible  alternative  regional  structures,  whose  achievement  would 
require  specific  development  policies  and  governmental  forms. 
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It  is  not, even  in  its  present  state,  an  adequate  basis  for  a 
decision  as  to  a  desirable  regional  structure,  for  its  alterna — 
tive  land  use  suggestions  lack  thorough  transportation  analyses 
(although  they  seem  to  have  undergone  a  qualitative  test  for  the 
fulfilment  of  established  socio-economic  goals  which  also  included 
transportation) .  Thus  on  the  assumption  that  details  of  trans¬ 
portation  systems,  both  public  and  private^  can  be  effectively 
provided,  comments  as  to  a  more  desirable  regional  form  can  be 
made  in  order  to  facilitate  subsequent  preparation  of  a  Regional 
Development  and  Transportation  Plan. 

General  Comment; 

As  a  basis  for  further  investigations  and  the  draft¬ 
ing  of  a  regional  plan,  the  Study  proposals  with  regard  to  the 
growth  of  Metropolitan  Toronto  are  generally  acceptable.  In 
general  terms  the  Study  conclusions  are  sound  from  the  Metropolitan 
point  of  view  and  its  critical  assessment  of  the  various  alternative 
plans,  specifically  Goal  Plans  1  and  2  (Maps  2  and  3)?  can  be 
supported  with  a  few  reservations.  This  assessment  should,  however, 
be  re-examined  in  greater  detail  during  the  preparation  of  any 
regional  plan  as  some  of  the  judgements  used  in  the  Study  appear 
to  be  rather  superficial. 

The  report  makes  a  number  of  recommendations  which 
appear  to  be  both  rational  and  desirable  and  should  be  strongly 
recommended  as  policy  measures  to  the  Provincial  Governments 

(a)  A  commitment  to  the  development  of  the  waterfront, 
similar  to  that  proposed  by  nThe  Waterfront  Plan  for  the 
Metropolitan  Toronto  Planning  Area",  embracing  the  entire 
100  miles  of  Lake  Ontario  shoreline  within  the  region. 
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(b)  Tightening  of  slack  development  and  subdivision  regula¬ 
tions  which,  by  exposing  the  rural  area  to  "urban  shadow", 

have  rendered  the  regional  form  less  stable  and  less  defineable. 

(c)  Dismissal  of  the  low  density  model  of  the  Trends  Plan 
(Map  1  )  as  being  incompatible  with  good  management  of  regional 
resources  and  inconsistent  with  the  regulations  and  policies 
of  the  Ontario  Government.  In  addition  it  is  our  view  that 
this  type  of  density  is  improbable  since  it  is  already  denied 
by  present  development  practices  and  trends. 

(d)  Coordination  of  policies  and  actions  of  the  various 
departments  of  the  Provincial  Government  as  a  means  of 
strengthening  government  influence  and  achieving  economies 
in  regional  development. 

Issues  requiring  further  study: 

There  are  a  number  of  issues  which  must  be  resolved 
in  the  preparation  of  a  regional  plans 

(a)  Any  attempt  to  encourage  the  evolution  of  a  hierarchy 
of  centres  within  the  Toronto  region  is  a  worthwhile  objec¬ 
tive.  It  is  not  clear,  however,  what  is  envisaged  by  the 
term  "sub-regional  structure",  what  effect  it  would  have  on 
the  already  evolving  Metropolitan  Toronto  structure,  and  how 
the  apparent  inconsistency  of  the  two  forms  may  be  reconciled 
or  how  the  "strong  subregional  centres"  are  to  be  achieved. 

It  is  felt  that  it  would  be  more  profitable  to  pay  more 
attention  to  the  existing  structures  of  Metropolitan  areas, 
and  to  reinforce  these  already  established  forms  which  would 
appear  to  be  immeasurably  more  practical  than  to  attempt  to 
create  a  preconceived  form.  The  strongly  confined  sub¬ 
regional  centres  as  described  in  the  Goals  Plans  are  not 
accepted  as  being  the  complete  solution  or  the  only  solution 
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to  the  structuring  of  the  future  Metropolitan  area,  especially 
that  there  are  considerable  reservations  as  to  which  centres, 
particularly  within  the  Metropolitan  boundaries,  should  be 
so  designated.  As  an  instance,  one  could  question  the  desig¬ 
nating  of  Guildwood  or  Port  Credit  as  a  sub-regional  centre 
in  the  Goal  Plans  1  and  2,  a  selection  which  does  not  appear 
to  be  justified  by  any  really  convincing  set  of  arguments. 

(b)  The  overall  density  proposed  is  generally  acceptable. 
There  are,  however,  strong  doubts  as  to  the  practicability 
of  developing  in  accordance  with  a  density  pattern  as  envis¬ 
aged  in  the  Goals  Plans  1  and  2.  If  the  population  distri¬ 
bution,  which  is  designed  to  support  the  sub-regional  centres, 
cannot  be  achieved  then  the  viability  of  such  centres  becomes 
questionable.  This  in  turn  brings  into  question  the  justifi¬ 
cation  of  the  high  intensity  transportation  facilities  to 
which  the  sub-regional  centres  should  be  related.  There  is 
little  cause  to  believe  that  such  a  density  pattern  can  in 
fact  be  imposed  successfully.  This  lack  of  confidence  is 
borne  out  by  the  difficulties  being  experienced  in  controlling 
population  distribution  in  accordance  with  the  Metropolitan 
Plan,  even  despite  the  large  measure  of  distributional  dis¬ 
cretion  permitted  within  major  districts. 

(c)  The  Study's  assessment  of  the  Trends  Plan  (Map  1)  implies 
by  the  inclusion  of  the  Metropolitan  Plan,  that  the  Metro¬ 
politan  Parks  and  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  and  Region 
Conservation  Authority  programs  do  not  constitute  an  effective 
regional  parks  system.  This  criticism  is  not  merited,  in  our 
opinion,  and  any  shortcomings  in  this  regard  lie  outside  the 
Metropolitan  Toronto  Planning  Area.  Securing  of  a  suitable 
pattern  of  regional  development,  including  regional  parks, 
outside  this  Planning  Area  is  dependent  upon  the  Provincial 
Government  adopting  strong  policies  to  this  end. 
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(d)  A  serious  ommission  of  the  Study  Report  is  the  absence 

of  any  discussion  of  the  question  of  establishing  an  efficient 
and  equitable  tax  base.  Responsibility  of  local  municipalities 
for  a  substantial  proportion  of  education  costs  has  created 
the  need  for  a  favourable  industrial  assessment  ratio.  Thus 
municipalities  are  forced  to  encourage  certain  types  of 
"high  tax  return"  development  at  the  expense  of  perhaps  more 
desirable  development.  The  social  and  economic  costs  which 
result  from  this  often  illogical  disposition  of  land  uses, 
can  be  disastorous  in  the  long  term,  unless  the  Study  contem¬ 
plates  a  drastic  change  in  the  local  financing  systems  to  be 
one  of  the  basic  conditions  for  a  successful  regional  plan. 

(e)  If  a  regional  plan,  and  particularly  one  which  departs 
radically  from  established  existing  official  plans,  is 
adopted  it  may  be  necessary  to  consider  some  system  of  com¬ 
pensation  for  loss  of  accepted  development  potential  to  land 
owners.  Attempts  to  resolve  this  problem  in  other  countries 
have  involved  compensation  for  the  loss  of  development  rights 
from  a  public  fund  which  is  created  by  a  tax  on  land -value 
increments  directly  attributable  to  the  adoption  of  a  plan. 

This  problem  of  "betterment  and  compensation"  presented  always 
a  major  issue  of  political  philosophy  in  countries  such  as 
Great  Britain  and,  to  our  knowledge,  has  not  been  satisfac¬ 
torily  resolved. 

(f)  If  a  radical  new  concept  of  the  regional  structure  is 
adopted  as  the  basis  of  a  plan  it  will  be  imperative  to 
determine  in  far  greater  detail  what  legislation,  procedures, 
restraints,  incentives,  etc.  will  have  to  be  used  to  promote 
development  at  the  selected  locations,  limit  its  formless 
spread  at  such  locations,  and  prevent  it  elsewhere.  Further¬ 
more,  the  type  of  structure  illustrated  by  the  Goals  Plans  1 
and  2  is  heavily  dependent  upon  the  ability  to  successfully 
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promote  the  creation  of  new  centres  or  the  accelerated  growth  of 
others,  already  existing,  which  may  not  be  expected  to  occur 
in  the  light  of  existing  trends.  Thus  the  Goals  Plans  would 
stand  or  fall  by  an  ability  to  stimulate  "artificial"  growth; 
an  ability  which  is  not  evident  at  this  time. 

The  relation  of  the  Study  to  the  Metropolitan  Plan; 

In  the  "Report  on  the  Administration  of  the  Metropolitan 
Plan",  it  was  pointed  out  that  urban  growth  problems  in  the  Metro¬ 
politan  fringe  municipalities,  are  already  undermining  the  regional 
aspect  of  Metropolitan  planning.  Since  the  fringe  areas  are  outside 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Metropolitan  Corporation  such  urban  growth 
lacks  the  degree  of  coordination  present  within  the  Corporation's 
limits.  Recently  this  growth  has  been  restricted,  in  Pickering  by 
the  Ontario  Municipal  Board's  concern  regarding  that  Township's 
financial  health,  in  the  northern  areas  by  the  Ontario  Water  Resources 
Commission's  re-examination  of  its  policy  towards  upstream  sewage 
disposal.  The  Town  of  Mississauga  is  attempting  to  continue  a 
growth  rate  which  is  consistent  with  its  financial  ability  to  support 
it  but  the  action  of  the  Ontario  Water  Resources  Commission  to  pro¬ 
vide  lake-oriented  services  to  Brampton-Bramalea  could  possibly 
stimulate  growth  pressures  in  this  area  to  the  extent  that  it  would 
not  only  impose  financial  stress  on  the  municipality  but  also  have 
a  major  impact  on  the  Metropolitan  and  Provincial  transportation 
facilities  serving  the  area.  The  need  for  consolidation  of  the  tax 
base  of  the  Metropolitan  Region  to  enable  accommodation  of  growth, 
and  for  coordination  of  policies  related  to  municipal  services, 
strongly  indicates  that  a  broader  regional  approach  to  Metropolitan 
Toronto  planning  is  becoming  imperative. 
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Conclusions ; 

1.  The  alternative  urban  forms  presented  in  Volume  II,  "Choices 
for  a  Region",  specifically  the  Goals  Plans  1  and  2,  can  be 
accepted  as  a  basis  for  the  drafting  of  a  Regional  Plan  for 
the  Metropolitan  Toronto  Region  for  year  2000.  (This  should 
not  preclude  further  studies  of  such  solutions  as  the 
"Satellite  Plan"  —  Goals  Plan  IV  (Map  5)  as  a  subsequent 
step  in  the  accommodating  of  further  growth  of  the  Region) . 

2.  The  following  policies  expressed  in  the  Study  report  should 
be  recommended  for  adoption  to  the  Provincial  Governments 

(a)  The  commitment  to  develop  the  Lake  Ontario  shoreline  and 
and  other  lakes  of  the  Region  for  recreational  purposes. 

(b)  Tightening  of  development  and  subdivision  regulations 
outside  of  the  urban  limits  to  better  define  the  regional 
form. 

(c)  Promotion  of  higher  density  of  development  to  support 
adequate  transportation  facilities  and  better  protection 
and  management  of  regional  resources. 

(d)  Coordination  of  policies  and  actions  of  the  various 
operational  departments  as  a  means  of  achieving  planned 
regional  development. 

3.  The  Province  should  be  requested  to  prepare  a  Regional 
Development  Plan  for  the  Toronto  Region,  with  a  close  co¬ 
operation  of  all  municipalities  involved,  on  the  lines  out¬ 
lined  in  the  Study  report  and  to  establish  a  proper  govern¬ 
mental  framework  for  the  implementation  of  such  a  plan. 
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4.  In  connection  with  above,  the  series  of  issues 
further  study,  outlined  in  this  report,  should 
to  the  Provincial  Government  for  resolution  at 
preparation  of  the  Regional  Plan. 
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ITEM  #7 


AGENDA 

GCTOBER  16,  1968 


TORONTO  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT  EXPANSION 

REPORT  FROM  COMMISSIONER 


REGARDING  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORT  MEETING 
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METROPOLITAN  TORONTO  PLANNING  BOARD 

CITY  HALL 

TORONTO  1,  ONTARIO 


!.  G.  Messer 
Chairman 


W.  Wronski 

Commissioner  of  Planning 


.ydney  Hermant 
Vice-Chairman 


and  Secretary-Treasurer 
R.  J.  Bower 
Deputy  Commissioner 


October  83  1968 


TO  THE  PLANNING  BOARD 


RE;  Toronto  international  Airport  Expansion 

On  September  30  3  19683  the  Federal  Department  of  Transport 3 
represented  by  Mrc  JoR,  Baldwin3  the  Deputy  Minister3 
discussed  with  the  elected  representatives  of  municipalities 
surrounding  the  airport  and  the  officials  of  the  Provincial 
Departments  the  findings  of  the  extensive  research  program 
into  the  future  planning  of  air  transportation  in  the  Toronto 
Region,,  Metropolitan  Toronto  was  represented  by  Chairman 
W,R,  Allen3  Controller  G,G,  Hurlburt3  Chairman  of  the 
Transportation  Committee 3  Alderman  A,  0'Donohue3  and  myself. 

The  Department  representatives  stated  that  following  this 
meeting  a  series  of  discussions  with  municipal  and  provincial 
technical  officials  will  take  place  to  consider  the  details 
of  the  report  and  to  evaluate  the  impact  of  the  alternate 
expansion  proposals  on  the  surrounding  development^ after 
which  the  comments  of  the  municipalities  involved  will  be 
sought.  The  Board's  staff  will  attend  these  meetings  and 
will  report  at  a  later  date, 

A  summary  of  the  highlights  of  the  Department  of  Transport 
report  is  enclosed. 


W,  Wronski 

Commissioner  of  Planning 
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CANADIAN  GOVERNMENT  TASK  FORCE  ON 
HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

REPORT  FROM  COMMISSIONER 
REGARDING  TASK  FORCE  MEETING 
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METROPOLITAN  TORONTO  PLANNING  BOARD 

CITY  HALL 

TORONTO  1,  ONTARIO 


V.  G.  Messer 
Chairman 


W.  Wronski 

Commissioner  of  Planning 
and  Secretary-Treasurer 


iydney  Hermant 
Vice-Chairman 


R.  J.  Bower 
Deputy  Commissioner 


October  8,  1968. 


TO  THE  PLANNING  BOARD; 

Attached  is  the  verbal  presentation  of  the  Board's  brief  to 
the  Canadian  Government  Task  Force  on  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  which  was  delivered  to  the  Task  Force  on 
Wednesday,  October  2. 

Along  with  our  presentation,  we  delivered  Councils  request 
for  a  later  hearing  by  the  Task  Force  of  Metropolitan 
Toronto's  brief  which  will  probably  take  place  in  November 
of  this  year. 


W.  Wronski , 

Commissioner  of  Planning 
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METROPOLITAN  TORONTO  PLANNING  BOARD 


Mr.  Minister  and  Members  of  the  Task  Force: 


I  am  grateful  for  the  opportunity  of  presenting  to 
you  the  submission  of  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  Planning  Board  on 
the  urban  development  and  housing  problems  facing  the  Metropolitan 
Toronto  Planning  Area,  and,  perhaps,  a  feasible  course  of  action 
which  would  contribute  to  an  effective  solution  to  these  problems. 

I  do  not  propose  to  suggest  specific  programs  or 
policies  which  the  government  of  Canada  might  adopt  at  the  present 
time.  Such  social  development  programs,  and  various  techniques 
for  providing  financial  assistance  through  special  subsidies,  tax 
relief  schemes  and  loans,  undoubtedly  would  prove  extremely  bene¬ 
ficial;  and  I  am  sure  many  recommendations  of  this  nature  have 
been,  and  will  be,  outlined  to  the  Task  Force  in  some  detail  by 
others . 


The  position  which  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  Planning 
Board  wishes  to  take  searches  for  the  main  causes  of  the  urban 
problems  of  this  area,  rather  than  for  short  term  emergency  treat¬ 
ment;  and  it  seeks  a  basic  long  range  solution  to  which  all 
special  programs  might  be  related. 

In  their  submission,  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  Planning 
Board  has  described  to  you  the  scope  and  nature  of  the  growth  of 
this  metropolitan  area,  and  the  ways  in  which  they  have  tried  to 
accommodate  this  growth.  Their  policies  govern  urban  development 
in  an  area  of  7 20  square  miles  of  which  the  Municipality  of  Metro¬ 
politan  Toronto  comprises  the  central  one-third,  the  balance  con¬ 
sisting  of  thirteen  municipalities  in  the  southerly  parts  of  York, 
Peel  and  Ontario  counties. 

The  current  population  of  this  large  area  is  something 
more  than  two  million;  and  it  grows  consistently  by  more  than  fifty 
thousand  per  year. 

About  eighteen  thousand  new  dwelling  units  are  con¬ 
structed  every  year  of  which  about  three-quarters  are  apartments, 
row  houses,  and  other  types  of  multi -family  and  rental  housing. 

Serviced  land  is  being  used  up  at  the  rate  of 
twenty-five  hundred  acres  —  almost  four  square  miles  —  per  year; 
sixty  percent  of  it  for  residential  uses  and  forty  percent  for 
non-residential  uses. 

Having  regard  to  these  growth  factors,  the  Metropolitan 
Plan  provides  for  growth  within  the  designated  urban  areas  for  a 
population  of  four  million  --  double  the  existing  population  — 
without  resorting  to  the  creation  of  dormitory  new  towns  or  satel¬ 
lite  cities  within  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  region. 
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Based  on  the  present  population  predictions,  it 
would  appear  that  the  Metropolitan  Planning  Area  can  accommodate 
all  the  urban  growth  which  is  likely  to  take  place  in  the  area 
almost  until  the  end  of  the  century. 

It  should  be  emphasized  that  the  major  water  and 
sewer  services  which  are  required  to  support  this  amount  of 
development  and  this  rate  of  growth  have  already  been  planned  and 
budgeted  for,  in  most  instances.  Moreover,  the  expressways,  sub¬ 
ways  and  arterial  roads,  school  accommodation,  and  the  myriad 
local  and  regional  institutions  required  by  the  community,  at 
various  stages  in  its  growth,  have  been  identified;  and,  in 
ordinary  circumstances,  could  have  been  provided  simultaneously 
with  new  development  —  as  has  been  done  in  this  area  to  date. 

Why,  then,  is  there  a  problem? 

If  there  is  enough  land  already  serviced  or  capable 
of  being  serviced  to  meet  the  demands  of  urban  growth  for  a 
quarter  century  or  more,  if  the  supporting  institutions  are 
planned  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  growth  rate,  and  if  the 
housing  industry  is  capable  of  meeting  the  effective  demands  of 
the  market,  where  is  the  cause  for  concern? 

What,  in  fact,  are  the  symptoms  of  this  problem  — 
or,  if  you  will,  this  crisis? 

The  growth  problems  which  confront  most  cities  on  the 
North  American  continent,  about  which  we  hear  so  much,  include: 

-  the  "flight  to  the  suburbs"; 

-  the  ghetto  conditions  which  generate  and  feed  the 
summer  riots; 

-  the  social  segregation  of  racial  and  ethnic  groups 
which  breeds  resentment  and  anti-social  activities; 

-  a  city  core  strangling  in  its  own  traffic; 

-  a  decaying  downtown,  incapable  of  self-regeneration, 
and  serving  fewer  and  fewer  of  the  regional  popula¬ 
tion  for  whom  it  is  intended; 

-  an  insufficient  number  of  dwellings  available  at 
the  right  price  or  at  appropriate  rentals  for  some 
income  groups. 

With  the  possible  exception  of  this  last  item  — 
inadequate  housing  in  a  numerical  sense  —  the  Metropolitan  Toronto 
area  is  not  faced  with  the  problems  confronting  most  U.S.  cities, 

As  was  confirmed  by  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  Urban 
Renewal  Study,  there  are  few  real  slum  conditions  in  the  city. 
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Downtown  Toronto  is  extremely  vital,  and,  with  the 
exception  of  a  few  blocks  the  reasons  for  which  are  readily 
identifiable,  it  is  experiencing  extensive  regeneration  and 
redevelopment.  Obviously,  it  requires  further  reorganization 
and  aesthetic  improvement,  but  the  area  is  fundamentally  sound, 
and  large-scale  public  investment  in  the  downtown  —  as  evidenced 
by  the  existing  (and  proposed)  subway  system,  the  new  city  hall 
and  court  house  complex,  and  the  competition  for  development  of 
the  south  side  of  Queen  Street  —  combined  with  extensive  private 
redevelopment  are  clearly  indicative  of  the  vitality  of  this  area. 

The  problem,  as  seen  by  the  Metropolitan  Toronto 
Planning  Board,  is  how  to  accommodate  new  growth,  and,  ultimately, 
if  necessary,  how  to  reduce  it  to  manageable  proportions. 

To  find  the  dimension  of  this  problem,  we  should  look 
again  at  the  area  for  which  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  Planning  Board 
has  prepared  its  Urban  Development  Plan.  Only  one-third  of  it  is 
within  the  Metropolitan  Corporate  limits  where  it  can  enjoy  the 
benefits  of  combined  wealth  and  resources,  joint  financing  and 
uniform  development  policies.  The  remaining  two-thirds  consists 
of  thirteen  separate  and  independent  municipalities  in  three 
counties . 


We  should  look  also  at  the  extent  of  urban  develop¬ 
ment  in  1953  when  the  Municipality  of  Metropolitan  Toronto  was 
erected,  and  realize  that  it  has  since  then  doubled  its  housing 
stock,  increased  in  population  by  three-quarters  of  a  million 
persons,  and  experienced  comparable  industrial  growth.  In  other 
words,  by  far  the  greatest  amount  of  the  urban  development  which 
took  place  in  the  region  between  1953  and  1968  took  place  within 
the  boundaries  of  Metropolitan  Toronto  where  large  reserves  of 
serviced  or  servicable  land  were  still  available. 

The  Urban  Development  Plan  prepared  by  the  Metropolitan 
Toronto  Planning  Board  anticipated  a  pattern  of  growth  which 
actually  has  taken  place,  recognizing,  however,  that  the  closer 
Metropolitan  Toronto  proper  came  to  complete  urbanization,  the 
greater  need  there  would  be  for  urban  development  pressures  to 
be  relieved  in  the  urban  development  areas  of  the  thirteen  muni¬ 
cipalities  surrounding  Metropolitan  Toronto.  The  Plan  provided 
for  at  least  one -quarter  of  the  area's  population  at  the  end  of 
the  century  to  be  accommodated  in  these  "fringe"  municipalities, 
and  for  these  municipalities  to  make  the  necessary  land  available 
to  accommodate  the  development.  In  short,  the  "fringe"  munici¬ 
palities  were  expected  to  provide  the  basic  services  and  institu¬ 
tions  required  to  support  urban  growth  in  their  areas  as  development 
pressures  extended  beyond  the  Metropolitan  Corporation's  limits. 
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But  the  Board  did  not  anticipate  in  1958  when  they 
prepared  the  Plan  that  forces  would  exist  in  1  988  which  would 
depress  the  growth  rate  of  the  fringe  municipalities,  and  throw 
the  greater  part  of  the  responsibility  for  providing  four  square 
miles  of  serviced  land  for  new  urban  development  each  year  almost 
entirely  on  the  shoulders  of  Metropolitan  Toronto  proper. 

The  Board  did  not  anticipate  that  their  proposals 
for  the  municipalities  north  of  the  Metropolitan  Corporate  limits 
to  service  enough  land  for  one -quarter  million  persons  would  be 
invalidated  by  provincial  policies  restricting  upstream  public 
sewage  disposal  facilities;  nor  that  their  proposals  for  the 
municipalities  east  of  the  Metropolitan  Corporate  limits  to  accom¬ 
modate  up  to  one  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  persons  would  be 
severely  restricted  by  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  out  of  regard 
for  the  financial  position  of  the  Township  of  Pickering'  nor  that 
their  proposals  for  the  municipalities  west  of  the  Metropolitan 
Corporate  limits  to  service  land  for  over  one -half  million  persons 
would  also  be  slowed  down  by  difficulties  experienced  by  these 
municipalities  in  providing  the  required  supporting  public  services. 

Thus,  with  large  amounts  of  the  land  required  for 
urban  uses  in  the  Metropolitan  region  by  the  end  of  the  century 
effectively  taken  out  of  consideration  for  the  time  being,  the 
remaining  land  —  most  of  which  lies  within  Metropolitan  Toronto 
proper  —  has  acquired  premium  value  in  the  market  place,  and  is 
being  used  up  at  a  considerably  greater  rate  than  anyone  could 
reasonably  have  estimated  in  1958  when  the  Metropolitan  Plan  was 
prepared . 


In  these  conditions,  it  is  not  surprising  that  the 
private  housing  industry  finds  itself  unable  to  satisfy  the 
housing  need  of  that  extremely  large  proportion  of  the  Metropolitan 
population  with  low  or  modest  incomes,  and  that  government  housing 
programs  are  under  much  greater  pressure  than  they  were  designed 
to  meet.  Metropolitan  Toronto  has,  for  example,  a  standing  order 
with  the  Ontario  Housing  Corporation  to  provide  as  much  public 
housing  as  it  can;  but  it  does  not  seem  likely  that  the  present 
financial  —  and  technical  —  resources  of  any  housing  agency 
would  be  capable  of  satisfying  the  unmet  need  in  Metropolitan 
Toronto  of  those  families  whose  incomes  are  so  low  that  they 
would  qualify  for  public  housing  under  accepted  income  limitations. 

There  are  at  the  present  time  in  Metropolitan  Toronto 
twenty-five  thousand  low-income  families  who  qualify  for  public 
housing  under  O.H.C.  income  regulations  and  who  now  live  in 
housing  in  poor  condition,  or  share  a  dwelling  unit  with  another 
family  or  families,  or  who  live  in  overcrowded  conditions,  or  who 
suffer  any  combination  of  these  housing  deficiencies,  and  who  are 
unable  to  find  adequate  accommodation  within  their  incomes  in  the 
private  market.  This  figure  does  not  include  lower-middle  income 
families,  or  low  income  non-family  households  and  individuals,  or 
most  low  income  two-person  families. 
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Twenty-five  thousand  households  in  Metropolitan 
Toronto  alone  could  be  considered  a  crisis  figure,  and,  as  in 
most  crisis  situations,  there  is  a  tendency  for  expedient  solu¬ 
tions  to  the  problem  to  be  suggested.  Such  solutions  in  the 
longrun,  however,  may  only  aggravate  the  problem.  They  do  not 
necessarily  resolve  it. 

It  is  unlikely  that  expedient  solutions,  such  as 
dormitory  new  towns  and  satellite  cities  created  at  a  distance 
from  the  Metropolitan  area  with  inherent  high  cost  of  servicing, 
would  present  an  immediate  solution  to  the  problem  of  too  little 
land  being  available  at  too  high  a  cost  —  as  against  the  planned 
extension  of  services  contemplated  in  the  Metropolitan  Plan. 

Indeed,  such  solutions  would  bring  other  problems, 
such  as  the  physical  difficulties  of  integrating  the  new  community 
into  its  region  with  adequate  transportation  facilities,  and  the 
financial  and  political  ramifications  for  the  municipalities  into 
which  they  may  be  introduced. 

Essentially,  this  is  the  thesis  which  the  Metropolitan 
Toronto  Planning  Board  have  presented  to  you  in  their  submission, 
and  have  outlined  in  greater  detail  in  the  reports  accompanying 
their  submission  entitled  Re-port  on  Satellite  Towns  as  a  Solution 
to  the  Housing  Emergency  in  Metropolitan  Toronto,  and  Report  on 
the  Administration  of  the  Metropolitan  Plan. 

In  the  Board's  submission,  it  is  suggested  that 
perhaps  the  simplest  and  most  effective  solution  to  the  problem 
is  —  simply  —  to  Implement  the  development  proposals  recommended 
ten  years  ago  in  the  Metropolitan  Plan,  that  is  to  make  available 
for  development  now  those  lands  in  the  thirteen  municipalities 
surrounding  Metropolitan  Toronto  which  can  accommodate  among  them 
over  one  million  people.  By  "making  available"  is  meant,  of 
course,  devising  policies  and  adopting  programs  to  overcome  the 
financial  and  political  limitations  of  these  municipalities  which 
presently  force  them  into  the  position  of  prohibiting  the  urban 
development  for  which  their  geographical  location,  proximity  to 
a  wide  range  of  job  opportunities,  and  excellent  accessibility, 
make  them  eminently  suitable. 

The  Metropolitan  Plan  alone,  however,  represents 
only  part  of  a  total  solution.  To  complement  it,  provincial  — 
and  national  —development  plans  will  be  required,  not  only  to 
provide  guidelines  directed  at  remedying  existing  deficiencies 
in  the  regional  development  pattern,  but  also  to  ensure  that 
available  regional  resources  are  properly  managed  —  that  new 
growth  is  directed  to  the  best  locations  and  distributed  among 
existing  urban  centres  where  appropriate.  Special  incentives 
which  are  effective  in  directing  growth  into  such  locations  will 
probably  be  required  to  relieve  existing  development  pressures 
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on  the  large  metropolitan  areas  towards  which,  by  virtue  of  their 
size  and  the  range  of  their  activities  and  services,  an  ever- 
increasing  share  of  the  country’s  population  and  economic  growth 
naturally  tends  to  gravitate. 

It  could  probably  be  argued  that  the  matter  of  accom¬ 
modating  urban  growth  —  the  servicing  of  urban  land  and  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  required  services  for  an  urban  population  —  is  a  matter 
of  provincial  and  not  federal  responsibility. 

This  may  well  be  the  case  under  our  constitution. 
Nevertheless,  these  are  matters  most  vital  to  the  urban  develop¬ 
ment  of  this  region,  matters  which  can  only  be  resolved  by  proper 
financing  and  the  establishment  of  priority  systems,  which  in  the 
final  analysis,  would  involve  a  redistribution  of  the  tax  dollar 
among  all  levels  of  government. 

Surely,  these  aspects  of  urban  development  —  adequate 
financing  and  the  appropriate  assignment  of  responsibilities  —  are 
matters  of  mutual  concern  to  you  and  the  cities  to  which  your 
present  investigations  are  directed. 


October  2,  1968. 
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October  C9  1  968 


TO  THE  PLANNING  BOARD’ 


Re:  Metropolitan  Toronto  Waterfront  Plan 


On  October  1  the  Legislation  and  Planning  Committee  of  the 
Metropolitan  Council  considered  the  recommendations  of  the  Board 
concerning  the  Metropolitan  Waterfront  Plan  as  adopted  at  its 
special  meeting  on  August  21 5  1968,  and  also  the  recommendations 
of  the  Metropolitan  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee,  dated  March  133 
19889  which  the  Board  had  forwarded  to  the  Committee  for  its 
consideration .  The  Committee  made  the  following  recommendations 
for  consideration  by  the  Metropolitan  Council  at  its  meeting  on 
October  18,  1968,  (se3  Committee  Report  No.  6,  attached). 

Recommendations  of  the  Board 

The  Legislation  and  Planning  Committee  has  recommended  to 
the  Metropolitan  Council  the  adoption  of  the  Board's  recommenda¬ 
tions  concerning  the  Waterfront  Plan  with  two  amendments  as 
f ollows : 

Recommendation  (c)9  the  inclusion  of  "the  waterfront 
municipalities  included  in  the  Plan"  in  the  discussions 
between  the  Federal,  Provincial  and  Metropolitan 
representatives  for  the  e stablishment  of  a  waterfront 
authority. 

Recommendation  (e)9  the  authorization  of  the  Metropolitan 
Works  Commissioner  to  initiate  feasibility  studies  of 
land  fill  schemes,  "in  cooperation  with  local  munici¬ 
palities"  . 
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Recommendations  of  the  Advisory  Committee 

Of  the  six  recommendations  of  the  Advisory  Committee , 
Recommendations  1,  3  and  5  had  been  incorporated  into  the  Board’s 
recommendations  and  Recommendations  2,  4  and  6  were  referred  to 
the  Legislation  and  Planning  Committee  for  consideration.  The 
Committee  recommended  to  Council  adoption  of  Recommendation  2, 
"That  the  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee  be  continued  and  that 
should  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  Planning  Board  and  Metropolitan 
Council  approve  in  principle  the  Waterfront  Plan,  the  Waterfront 
Advisory  Committee  undertake  the  task  of  presenting  the  Plan  to 
the  municipalities,  planning  boards  and  other  affected  agencies 
in  the  areas  covered  by  the  Plan",  and  the  deferral  of  Recommenda¬ 
tions  4  and  6  at  this  time. 

Purchase  of  Audio-visual  equipment 

The  Committee  also  recommended  to  Council  the  provision  of 
funds  not  to  exceed  $2, 500.00  for  the  purchase  of  audio-visual 
equipment  to  facilitate  the  presentation  of  the  Plan. 


W.  Wronski, 

Commissioner  of  Planning. 
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Municipality  of  Metropolitan  Toronto 


REPORT  No.  6  OF  THE  LEGISLATION  AND 
PLANNING  COMMITTEE. 


For  Consideration  by 

The  Council  of  The  Municipality  of  Metropolitan  Toronto 

on  October  15,  1968. 


1 

METROPOLITAN  TORONTO  WATERFRONT  PLAN. 

The  Legislation  and  Planning  Committee  submits  the  following  communication 
(August  27,  1968)  from  the  Commissioner  of  Planning  and  Secretary-Treasurer, 
Metropolitan  Toronto  Planning  Board: 

“The  Metropolitan  Toronto  Planning  Board  at  its  meeting  on  August 
21,  1968,  adopted  the  Waterfront  Plan  for  the  Metropolitan  Planning 
Area  and  recommended  to  the  Metropolitan  Council  that  it 

(a)  adopt  and  incorporate  the  concept  and  basic  principles  of  the  Water¬ 
front  Plan  in  the  Metropolitan  Plan; 

(b)  support  the  establishment  of  a  single  waterfront  authority  respon¬ 
sible  for  the  promotion,  coordination  and  administration  of  the 
Waterfront  Plan  and,  if  possible,  for  its  detailed  implementation 
and  financing; 

(c)  request  the  Prime  Minister  of  Ontario  to  arrange,  at  the  earliest 
possible  opportunity,  discussions  with  representatives  of  the  Pro¬ 
vincial,  Federal  and  Metropolitan  Toronto  Governments  for  the 
establishment  of  an  appropriate  single  authority  to  implement  the 
Plan; 

(d)  pending  the  establishment  of  a  permanent  implementing  authority, 
appoint  a  Waterfront  Development  Coordinating  Committee  com¬ 
prised  of  the  members  of  the  present  Waterfront  Technical  Commit¬ 
tee  plus  additional  members  from  those  municipalities  on  the  water¬ 
front  not  now  represented  on  that  Committee  and  from  the  Credit 
Valley  Conservation  Authority; 

(e)  authorize  the  Metropolitan  Works  Commissioner  to  initiate  feas¬ 
ibility  studies  of  land  fill  schemes  in  accordance  with  the  Waterfront 

Plan. 
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“The  Board  referred  to  Council  all  comments  received  with  respect 
to  the  establishment  of  an  implementing  agency  for  its  own  considera¬ 
tion,  and  all  comments  received  with  respect  to  detailed  planning  of  the 
waterfront  for  future  consideration  by  the  implementing  authority  and 
other  appropriate  agencies. 

“With  respect  to  the  specific  recommendations  of  the  Metropolitan 
Waterfront  Advisory  Committee  (see  letter  dated  March  13,  1968 
attached)  the  Board  resolved  that  Council  be  advised  that  recommenda¬ 
tions  1,  3  and  5  had  been  incorporated  in  the  Board’s  recommendations, 
and  that  recommendations  2,  4  and  6  be  referred  to  Council  for  its 
consideration. 

“Copies  of  comments  received  on  the  Plan  together  with  summaries 
of  these  comments  and  the  staff  reports  are  attached  for  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  Council  (Books  A  and  B  and  Addendum  I  dated  August  21, 
1968).” 

(Communication  dated  March  13,  1968  addressed  to  the  Metropolitan 
Toronto  Planning  Board  from  the  Secretary,  Metropolitan  Toronto 
Waterfront  Advisory  Committee) 

“Resulting  from  the  recommendations  of  the  ‘Draft  Official  Plan 
(1959)’  and  of  various  citizens  and  citizen  organizations,  the  Metropolitan 
Planning  Board  in  1960  assessed  the  need  for  coordination  of  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  waterfront  across  the  Metropolitan  Planning  Area. 
On  the  Board’s  recommendation  to  the  Metropolitan  Council  a  Water¬ 
front  Technical  Committee  was  formed  in  December,  1961,  of  Metro¬ 
politan  and  local  elected  and  appointed  officials  and  representatives  of 
interested  public  and  private  agencies. 

“In  October,  1962,  on  the  recommendation  of  the  Committee  itself, 
the  Waterfront  Technical  Committee  was  reconstituted  into  two  Com¬ 
mittees  ; 

(a)  a  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee  consisting  of  representatives 
of  Metropolitan  and  area  councils  and  interested  and  involved 
public  and  private  agencies; 

(b)  a  new  Waterfront  Technical  Committee  consisting  of  the  Metro¬ 
politan  Commissioners  of  Works,  Parks  and  Planning  and  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  Metropolitan  Conservation  Authority,  the  Toronto 
Harbour  Commissioners,  the  Ontario  Department  of  Lands  and 
Forests,  the  Ontario  Water  Resources  Commission  and  the  Great 
Lakes  Institute. 

“The  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee  was  asked  to  advise  the 
Planning  Board  and  Council  and,  where  appropriate,  the  area  muni¬ 
cipalities  in  matters  pertaining  to  the  waterfront.  The  Technical  Com¬ 
mittee  was  assigned  the  task  of  producing  a  Waterfront  Plan. 


3 

Report  No.  6  of  The  Legislation  and  Planning  Committee. 


“After  some  50  meetings  and  various  discussions  and  presentations 
to  local  bodies,  the  Technical  Committee,  with  the  assistance  of  its 
consultants,  Proctor,  Redfern,  Bousfield  and  Bacon,  produced  and 
presented  the  Plan  to  the  Advisory  Committee  on  January  11,  1968. 
Since  that  time  the  Advisory  Committee  has  held  three  meetings  to 
discuss  the  Plan  and  to  formulate  recommendations.  On  March  11,  1968, 
it  completed  its  deliberations  and  makes  the  following  recommendations 
to  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  Planning  Board: 

1.  That  the  Waterfront  Plan  for  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  Planning 
Area  be  recommended  as  a  conceptual  plan  to  the  Metropolitan 
Toronto  Planning  Board  for  its  earliest  possible  consideration  and 
recommendation  to  the  Metropolitan  Council  for  adoption  and 
inclusion  in  the  land  use  policy  of  the  Metropolitan  Corporation. 

2.  That  the  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee  be  continued  and  that 
should  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  Planning  Board  and  Metropolitan 
Council  approve  in  principle  the  Waterfront  Plan,  the  Waterfront 
Advisory  Committee  undertake  the  task  of  presenting  the  Plan  to 
the  municipalities,  planning  boards  and  other  affected  agencies  in 
the  areas  covered  by  the  Plan. 

3.  That  full  opportunity  be  provided  for  the  organizations  represented 
on  the  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee  to  make  comments  and 
recommendations  to  the  Metropolitan  Planning  Board  prior  to  their 
adoption  of  a  Waterfront  Plan. 

4.  That  the  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee  continue  to  give  considera¬ 
tion  to  Chapter  5  ‘Implementation’  and,  more  particularly,  to  the 
appropriate  form  of  organization  necessary  to  ensure  continuing 
action  on  the  Plan’s  consideration  and  implementation  on  both  a 
short  term  and  a  long  term  basis. 

5.  That  the  Waterfront  Technical  Committee  be  continued  until  such 
time  as  the  appropriate  implementing  organization  takes  over  the 
functions  of  that  Committee. 

6.  That  funds  be  made  available: 

(a)  for  acquisition  of  land  where  development  might  prejudice  im¬ 
plementation  of  the  Plan; 

(b)  for  continuing  studies,  including  those  referred  to  on  pages  22 
and  65  of  the  Waterfront  Plan.” 

The  Legislation  and  Planning  Committee  recommends  that  Council 

(a)  adopt  and  incorporate  the  concept  and  basic  principles  of  the  Waterfront  Plan 
jn  the  Metropolitan  Plan: 
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(b)  support  the  establishment  of  a  single  waterfront  authority  responsible  for  the 
promotion,  coordination  and  administration  of  the  Waterfront  Plan  and,  if 
possible,  for  its  detailed  implementation  and  financing; 

(c)  request  the  Prime  Minister  of  Ontario  to  arrange,  at  the  earliest  possible 
opportunity,  discussions  with  representatives  of  the  Provincial,  Federal  and 
Metropolitan  Toronto  Governments,  and  waterfront  municipalities  included  in 
the  Plan,  for  the  establishment  of  an  appropriate  single  authority  to  implement 
the  Plan; 

(d)  pending  the  establishment  of  a  permanent  implementing  authority  appoint  a 
Waterfront  Development  Coordinating  Committee  comprised  of  the  members 
of  the  present  Waterfront  Technical  Committee  plus  additional  members  from 
those  municipalities  on  the  waterfront  not  now  represented  on  that  Committee 
and  from  the  Credit  Valley  Conservation  Authority; 

(e)  authorize  the  Metropolitan  Works  Commissioner,  in  cooperation  with  local 
municipalities,  to  initiate  feasibility  studies  of  land  fill  schemes  in  accordance 
with  the  Waterfront  Plan. 

The  Legislation  and  Planning  Committee  further  recommends  the  adoption  of 
recommendation  2  embodied  in  the  foregoing  communication  from  the  Metropolitan 
Toronto  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee,  and  that  recommendations  4  and  6  be 
deferred  at  this  time. 

The  Legislation  and  Planning  Committee  further  recommends  that  the  Com- 
missioner  of  Finance  be  authorized  and  directed  to  provide  funds  not  to  exceed 
$2,500.00  for  the  purchase  of  a  slide  projector  and  other  equipment  necessary  to 
facilitate  the  presentation  of  the  Plan  to  the  municipalities,  planning  boards  and 
other  affected  agencies  in  the  areas  covered  by  the  Plan. 

Copies  of  comments  received  on  the  Plan  together  with  summaries 
of  these  comments  and  the  staff  reports  (Books  A  and  B  and  Addendum 

1  dated  August  21,  1968)  have  been  forwarded  to  each  Member  of 
Council  and  a  copy  of  each  of  the  foregoing  is  on  file  in  the  office  of  the 
Metropolitan  Clerk. 

2 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENT  No.  30  TO  THE  METROPOLITAN  PLAN 
(BOROUGH  OF  NORTH  YORK) 

The  Legislation  and  Planning  Committee  submits  the  following  report  (Sep¬ 
tember  25,  1968)  from  the  Commissioner  of  Planning  and  Secretary -Treasurer, 
Metropolitan  Toronto  Planning  Boards 

“At  its  meeting  on  September  18,  1968,  the  Metropolitan  Toronto 
Planning  Board  considered  and  approved  North  York  By-law  No.  22,103 
to  permit  a  mixed  residential,  commercial  and  office  development  on 
3.8  acres  at  the  southwest  corner  of  Finch  Avenue  and  Weston  Ftoad. 


Report  No.  6  of  The  Legislation  and  Planning  Committee. 


The  North  York  District  10  draft  plan  designates  these  lands  as  ‘Minor 
Commercial’  and  ‘Density-4  Residential’,  and  these  uses  provide  a 
satisfactory  solution  for  an  acre  of  transition  between  residential  and 
industrial  districts. 

“The  proposal  requires  a  corresponding  amendment  to  Map  II  (Land 
Use  Plan)  of  the  Metropolitan  Plan,  but  is  consistent  with  the  develop¬ 
ment  principles  of  the  Plan.  The  Planning  Board  accordingly  recom¬ 
mends  to  the  Metropolitan  Council  that  Map  II  (Land  Use  Plan) 
of  the  Metropolitan  Plan  be  amended  from  ‘Industrial  (Urban)’  to 
‘Residential’  in  respect  of  the  lands  bounded  by  Finch  Avenue,  Weston 
Road  and  a  tributary  of  the  Humber  River.” 

The  Legislation  and  Planning  Committee  recommends  the  adoption  of  the 
recommendation  embodied  in  the  foregoing  report. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


DAVID  V.  LACEY, 

Chairman. 


Toronto,  October  1,  1968. 
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ITEM  #10 


AGENDA 

OCTOBER  16,  196 


METROPOLITAN  PLAN  REVIEW 


REPORT  NO.  2 


METROPOLITAN  TORONTO  PLANNING  BOARD 

CITY  HALL 

TORONTO  1,  ONTARIO 


W.  G.  Messer 
Chairman 


W.  Wronski 

Commissioner  of  Planning 


Sydney  Hermant 
Vice-Chairman 


and  Secretary-Treasurer 
R.  J.  Bower 
Deputy  Commissioner 


October  8,  1968 


TO  THE  PLANNING  BOARD 


RE:  Metropolitan  Plan  Review,,  Report  No.  25 

Population  Projections  1966-20013 
Metropolitan  Toronto  Planning  Area* 
Ontario  and  Canada 


The  second  report  in  the  Plan  Review  series  dealing  with 
population  projections  1966-2001  was  prepared  by  the  Research 
Division  of  the  Board  and  has  been  produced  in  two  volumes  - 
a  main  report  and  a  statistical  appendix.  The  report  will  be 
distributed  at  the  meeting*  the  appendix  will  follow. 

The  purpose  of  this  study  is  to  revise  the  projections  of 
population  for  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  Planning  Area  which 
were  made  for  the  1959  Draft  Plan  and  for  the  Metropolitan 
Toronto  and  Region  Transportation  Study.  It  has  been  necessary 
as  part  of  the  study  to  project  population  also  for  Ontario 
and  Canada. 

A  range  of  projections:  Low*  Medium  and  High,,  have  been 
prepared^,  based  on  alternative  assumptions  for  migration  to 
and  from  the  Metropolitan  area.  The  medium  projections  are 
considered  to  be  the  best  working  figures.  They  show  higher 
amounts  than  those  previously  forecast  for  the  Metropolitan 
area: 

1966  Census  of  Canada:  2  ,,100*  370 


2*927*000  compared  with  2*800*000 
in  the  1959  Draft  Plan 


1980  Estimates: 


4*493*000  compared  with  3*800*000 

in  the  M.T.A.R.T.S.  Study 


2000  Estimates: 


The  projection  of  age  groups  for  the  Planning  Area  shows  a 
drop  in  the  percentage  of  the  school-age  group  5-19  years 
from  26.4$  of  the  total  population  in  i960  to  22.9$  in  1981* 
although  the  absolute  numbers  will  increase  by  132*000  in 
this  period. 
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The  adults  of  working  age  20-65  years  will  increase  by  580,000 
between  1966  and  1981  and  the  total  new  jobs  required  will  be 
400,000  more  than  in  1966. 

The  computer  program  used  for  the  calculations  made  for  this 
report  has  been  designed  so  that  it  might  readily  be  adapted 
to  any  changes  in  population  factors  which  might  be  required 
in  the  future. 

It  is  recommended  that  the  Board  authorize  the  distribution  of 
free  copies  to  each  of  the  municipal  clerks  and  planning  offices 
in  the  Metropolitan  Planning  Area,  to  university  libraries  and 
other  agencies  at  the  discretion  of  the  Commissioner  of  Planning, 
and  to  all  others  at  a  nominal  cost  of  $2.00  for  each  of  the 
two  parts. 


W.  Wronski 

Commissioner  of  Planning 
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ITEM  #1 1 


AGENDA 

OCTOBER  16,  1968 


MARKHAM  TOWNSHIP  WATER  SUPPLY 
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METROPOLITAN  TORONTO  PLANNING  BOARD 

CITY  HALL 

TORONTO  I,  ONTARIO 


W.  G.  Messer 
Chairman 


W.  Wronski 

Commissioner  of  Planning 


Sydney  Herman! 
Vice-Chairman 


and  Secrerary-Treasurer 
R.  J.  Bower 
Deputy  Commissioner 


October  83  1968 

TO  THE  PLANNING  BOARD 

REs  Markham  Township’s  Request  for  Water  Supply 

from  Metropolitan  Toronto 

At  its  meeting  on  October  19  19683  the  Metropolitan  Toronto 
Works  Committee  requested  the  Board  to  report  on  a  brief  from 
the  Township  of  Markham  with  regard  to  the  Township  obtaining 
a  supply  of  water  from  the  Municipality  of  Metropolitan 
Toronto,,  The  Township's  brief  as  well  as  the  Committee's 
request  are  att ached „ 

It  is  intended  to  report  to  the  Board  on  this  matter  at  its 
next  meeting  in  November „ 


W0  Wronski 

Commissioner  of  Planning 


Ends 
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THE  MUNICIPALITY  OF  METROPOLITAN  TORONTO 

COPY 

For  the  Information  of 

Commissioner  of  Planning  and 
Sec  ret  ary-Tre  asur er 


October  2,  1968. 

S.T.  Rumble,  Esq., 

Reeve , 

The  Corporation  of  the  Township 
of  Markham, 

Municipal  Offices, 

R.R.  2, 

Gormley,  Ontario. 

Dear  Sir: 


At  the  meeting  of  the  Metropolitan  Works  Committee  held 
on  October  1,  1968,  Councillor  Allen  Sumner  of  the  Township  of 
Markham  presented  a  brief  on  behalf  of  the  Township  Council 
requesting  that  The  Municipality  of  Metropolitan  Toronto  make 
available  to  the  Township  of  Markham  a  supply  of  water  on  a 
graduating  basis,  from  0.5  million  imperial  gallons  per  day  on 
December  31,  1969  to  17.0  million  imperial  gallons  per  day  by 
December  31 5  1979;  and  that  the  Works  Committee  authorize  the 
Metropolitan  Works  Department  staff  to  enter  into  discussions 
with  the  Township  of  Markham  staff  and  engineers  for  the  purpose 
of : 


(a)  Establishing  a  fair  and  reasonable  price  for  the  sale 
of  water  to  the  Township  of  Markham; 

(b)  Making  known  to  The  Township  of  Markham  the  plans  of 
Metropolitan  Toronto  concerning  construction  of  water- 
mains,  pumping  stations  and  reservoirs  from  which  the 
Township  of  Markham  will  be  permitted  to  take  water; 

(c)  Co-ordinating  planning,  design  and  construction  of 
watermains,  pumping  stations  and  reservoirs  within 

the  area  of  the  Township  of  Markham  where  such  installa¬ 
tions  are  likely  to  be  jointly  used  by  Metropolitan 
Toronto  and  Markham  Township; 

(d)  Co-ordinating  planning  for  expansion  of  the  supply  of 
water  to  the  Township  of  Markham  beyond  1980, 
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The  Metropolitan  Works  Committee  decided 

(1)  to  authorize  the  Metropolitan  Works  Department  to  enter 
into  discussions  with  the  Engineering  Staff  of  the 
Township  of  Markham,  such  discussions  to  determine  what 
arrangements  could  be  made  with  regard  to  the  supply 

of  water  by  the  Metropolitan  Corporation  to  the  Township 
of  Markham,  and  to  request  the  Commissioner  of  Works  to 
submit  a  report  thereon  to  the  Metropolitan  Works 
Committee ; 

(2)  to  forward  a  copy  of  the  aforementioned  brief  to  the 
Metropolitan  Toronto  Planning  Board,  and  to  request 
the  Board  to  submit  its  comments  thereon  to  the  Works 
Committee ; 

(3)  to  request  the  Council  of  the  Township  of  Markham  to 
express  its  opinion  with  respect  to  the  possible 
inclusion  of  the  Townsip  of  Markham  in  The  Municipality 
of  Metropolitan  Toronto. 


(signed) 

Metropolitan  Clerk, 


K.C.  Heidi : jd 
Enel . 

Copy  to: 

Metropolitan  Commissioner  of  Works. 
Commissioner  of  Planning,  Metropolitan 

Planning  Board. 

Mayor,  Borough  of  York. 
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THE  TOWNSHIP  OF  MARKHAM 
Municipal  Offices 
R.Ro  2 

Gormely,  Ontario 


October  1,  1968 


Tbe  Chairman  and  Members 
Municipality  of  Metropolitan  Toronto 
Works  Committee 
City  Hall 
TORONTO,  Ontario 

RE:  Township  of  Markham 

_ Wat  e r  Supply  _ 


Gentlemen: 

The  Official  Plan  of  the  Township  of  Markham  Planning  Area 
predicts  that  by  the  year  1980  the  population  of  the  urban  area  of 
the  Township  of  Markham  will  be  approximately  60,000  and  that  in 
addition  an  industrial  complex  of  some  3,000  acres  will  have  developed. 
All  of  this  development  will  occur  in  the  ith-West  corner  of  the 
Township  bounded  on  the  West  and  East  respectively  by  Yonge  Street 
and  Warden  Avenue,  and  on  the  South  and  North  vely  by 

Steeles  Avenue  and  Highway  No,  7  Richmond  Hill* 

Engineering  and  Planning  studies  indicate  that  a  water  supply 
of  17  million  gallons  per  day,  minimum,  will  be  required  to  meet 
the  demands  of  this  development,  11  million  gallons  of  it  in  the 
twelve  hour  daytime  period.  The  present  Township  of  Markham  water 
supply  system  is  capable  of  supplying  slightly  more  than  three  million 
gallons  per  day  and  this  system  can  be  expanded  to  produce  four  million 
gallons  per  day  at  most. 

The  Township  Engineer,  Mr.  D.  Miklas,  P.Eng.,  in  conversations 
with  Metro  Works  Department  staff  has  been  informed  that  Metro  will 
‘  have  completed  construction  cf  a  36"  diameter  water-main  to  the  inter¬ 
section  of  Steeles  Ave.  and  Woodbine  Avenue  by  the  end  of  1969.  This 
would  appear  to  be  the  watermain  indicated  in  the  1957  "REPORT  ON  WATER 
SUPPLY  IN  METROPOLITAN  TORONTO",  by  Janos  F*  MacLaren  Associates,  as 
1  routed  from  the  proposed  Kennedy  Road  pumping  station  by  way  of 

Passmore  Avenue,  Victoria  Park  Avenue,  Steeles  Avenue,  Woodbine  Avenue 
and  Highway  #7  to  the  proposed  Dufferin  Street  Reservoir.  Mr.  Miklas* 
conversations  with  Metro  staff  have  yielded  no  information  concerning 
construction  of  mains  or  availability  of  water  at  either  of  the 
proposed  reservoirs  at  Kennedy  Road  and  Fourteenth  Avenue,  and  at 
Bayview  Avenue  and  Highway  #7S  both  within  the  boundaries  of  The 
Township  of  Markham. 
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The  Chairman  and  Members  October  13  1968 

Municipality  of  Metropolitan  Toronto  Works  Committee 


In  order  that  the  growth  of  our  Township  continue,  as  it  must  and 
no  doubt  will,  it  is  essential  that  an  adequate  supply  of  water  be 
assured.  For  this  reason  we,  the  Reeve  and  Council  of  The  Township  of 
Markham,  respectfully  request  the  following  of  The  Municipality  of 
Metropolitan  Toronto: 


1. 


That  Metropolitan  Toronto  agree  to  make  water  available  to  The 
Township  of  Markham  at  the  intersection  of  Steeles  Avenue  and 
Woodbine  Avenue,  and/or  at  the  proposed  Kennedy  Road  and 
Bayview  Avenue  reservoirs,  on  the  following  schedule: 


a) 

On 

Dec . 

31 

b) 

On 

Dec . 

31 

c) 

On 

Dec . 

31 

d) 

On 

Dec . 

31 

e) 

On 

Dec. 

31 

f) 

On 

Dec . 

31 

MIGD  for 

•  a 

g) 

On 

Dec . 

31 

On  Dec.  31,  1979  -  an  additional  2.75  MIGD  (total  17.0  MIGD) 


2.  That  Metropolitan  Toronto  Works  Committee  authorize  Metro  Works 

Department  staff  to  enter  into  discussions  with  Township  of 

Markham  staff  and  engineers  for  the  Purposes  of: 

a)  Establishing  a  fair  and  reasonable  price  for  the  sale  of 
water  to  the  Township  of  Markham; 

b)  Making  known  to  The  Township  of  Markham  the  plans  of  Metro¬ 
politan  Toronto  concerning  construction  of  watermains, 
pumping  stations  and  reservoirs  from  which  the  Township  of 
Markham  will  be  permitted  to  take  water; 

c)  Co-ordinating  planning,  design  and  construction  of  water- 
mains,  pumping  stations  and  reservoirs  within  the  area  of 
The  Township  of  Markham  where  such  installations  are  likely 
to  be  jointly  used  by  Metropolitan  Toronto  and  Markham 
Township; 

d)  Co-ordinating  planning  for  expansion  of  the  supply  of  water 
to  the  Township  of  Markham  beyond  1980. 
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The  Chairman  and  Members  October  1,  1968 

Municipality  of  Metropolitan  Toronto  Works  Committee 


The  specific  water  requirements  set  out  in  item  1  above  covers  the 
years  1969  to  1979  only.  Beyond  this  period  the  water  requirements  of 
The  Township  of  Markham  become  much  more  difficult  to  predict.  Based 
on  the  experiences  of  North  York  and  Scarborough  Townships,  both  of 
which  were  in  relatively  the  same  stage  of  development  in  1945  as 
Markham  Township  is  now,  it  would  not  be  unrealistic  to  predict  that  by 
the  year  2000  the  population  of  Markham  Township  will  reach  240,000  and 
the  water  demand  will  be  47  to  JO  million  gallons  per  day. 

It  is  essential  that  action  be  initiated  immediately  to  ensure  a 
suitable  supply  of  water  to  our  growing  community.  The  present  water 
supply  system  of  The  Township  of  Markham,  even  when  expanded  to  its 
fullest  potential,  cannot  produce  sufficient  water  to  permit  development 
beyond  1969.  The  only  alternatives  open  to  us  are  to  develop  our  own 
water  supply  system  based  on  the  uncertain  availability  of  groundwater 
or,  more  logically,  to  incorporate  our  system  with  that  of  our  huge 
urban  neighbour  to  the  south,  Metropolitan  Toronto. 

It  can  readily  be  seen  from  the  accompanying  drawing,  entitled 
"Township  of  Markham,  Water  System,  FUTURE  WATER  SUPPLY  REQUIREMENTS", 
and  from  the  previously  mentioned  "REPORT  ON  WATER  SUPPLY  IN  METROPOLITAN 
TORONTO",  that  the  incorporation  of  our  water  system  into  that  of  Metro¬ 
politan  Toronto  is  feasible  and  has,  in  fact,  been  recommended  previously. 
We  are  aware  that  the  recommendations  of  the  1957  report  on  water  supply 
have  not  been  approved  as  the  policy  of  the  Metropolitan  Corporation, 
however  we  are  now  requesting  that  a  policy  governing  the  supply  of 
water  to  The  Township  of  Markham  be  established. 

We  thank  you  for  your  kind  consideration  of  our  requests  and  for 
the  time  given  us  today  to  present  them  to  you. 

Yours  very  truly, 

THE  CORPORATION  OF  THE 

TOWNSHIP  OF  MARKHAM. 

(signed) 

S.T.  Rumble,  Reeve. 

/kd 
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ITEM  #1  2 


AGENDA 

OCTOBER  16,  1968 


REPORT  FOR  INFORMATION  OF  THE  BOARD 

COMMISSIONER’S  REPORT 
REGARDING  GRAND  PRIX  RACING 


METROPOLITAN  TORONTO  PLANNING  BOARD 

CITY  HALL 

TORONTO  1,  ONTARIO 


/.  G.  Messer 
Chairman 


W.  Wronski 

Commissioner  of  Planning 


ydney  Hermant 
/ice-Chairman 

October  1,  1968 


and  Secretary-Treasurer 
R.  J.  Bower 
Deputy  Commissioner 


METROPOLITAN  PARKS  AND  RECREATION  COMMITTEE 


RE:  Grand  Prix  Racing  at  the 

Canadian  National  Exhibition 


The  Metropolitan  Parks  and  Recreation  Committee,  at  its 
meeting  on  September  19,  1968,  requested  that  various  in¬ 
dividuals  and  departments  report  to  it  with  respect  to  the 
above  proposal,  and  specifically  requested  that  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Planning  report  with  respect  to  the  effect  of 
the  proposal  on  the  overall  waterfront  development  plan. 

Dealing  with  the  Metropolitan  Waterfront  Plan  in  its  present 
state  as  a  conceptual  plan  it  can  be  stated  that  there  would 
be  no  basic  conflict  between  that  plan  and  the  proposal  to 
utilize  the  existing  C.N.E.  and  the  Lakeshore  Boulevard  as 
the  site  for  Grand  Prix  racing. 

There  are,  however,  certain  reservations  which  should  be 
stated  having  regard  to  the  future  detailed  studies  and 
plans  which  will  evolve  within  the  concept :- 

1.  Having  regard  to  the  present  utilization  of  the  C.N.E. 
site,  the  distribution  of  waterfront  park  facilities 
and  the  existing  road  system,  the  present  proposal 
could  be  entertained  but  only  on  the  under standing 

(a)  that  it  does  not  involve  major  structural 

alterations  to  the  C.N.E.  and  the  Lakeshore 
Boulevard  (it  is  our  understanding  that  the 
proposal  will  not  involve  any  structural 
alterations),  and 
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(b)  that  the  roads,  traffic  and  police  authorities 
are  satisfied  that  the  closure  of  the  Lake shore 
Boulevard  for  certain  times  and  the  parking 
problems  involved  with  the  event  and  attendant 
upon  the  closing  of  the  Lake shore  Boulevard  can 
be  satisfactorily  resolved  without  prejudice  to 
the  general  movement  and  safety  of  traffic 
within  the  general  area. 

2.  That  the  commitment  for  the  holding  of  this  event  shall 

not  extend  to  such  period  as  might  prejudice  the  eventual 
replanning  of  the  C.N.E.  and  the  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  required  to  serve  the  eventual  C.N.E.  expansion 
proposals,  the  proposed  Harbour  City,  the  new  harbour 
and  the  C. N.R./C.P.R .  redevelopment  proposals  or  such 
additional  recreation  facilities  as  may  be  planned  in 
this  general  area. 


W.  Wronski 

Commissioner  of  Planning 
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ITEM  #13 


AGENDA 

OCTOBER  16,  1968 


BOARD  ACCOUNTS 
SEPTEMBER,  1  968 


METROPOLITAN  TORONTO  PLANNING  BOARD 


ACCOUNTS  -  SEPTEMBER 5  1968 


Payroll  -  period  ending  September  5?  1968  10,635*62 

Payroll  -  period  ending  September  19,  1968  10,661.78 


Jo  Huxley  -  C.N.E.  166.06 
Jo  Knight  -  CoNoE.  146.17 
Ro  Levine  -  C.N.E .  174.38 
Ao  Stevenson  -  C.N.E.  19*35 
A.  Wilson  -  C.N.E.  166.06 
P.  Gilmore  -  summer  employment  147.20 
Petty  Cash  67 . 51 
Metro  Personnel  -  Data  Bank  1  ,999*34 
F.  Crann  -  auto  expenses  12.48 
Ontario  Hospital  Services  Commission  391 .00 
Toronto  Municipal  Employees  Credit  Union  544 <* 00 
Addressograph-Multigraph  -  reports  supplies  82.32 
Day-Timers  of  Canada  Ltd.  -  stationery  13*10 
General  Binding  Corp.  -  reports  supplies  55*23 
Globe  and  Mail  -  planner  advertisement  160.00 
Gestetner  (Can.)  Ltd.  -  reports  supplies  124.62 
Imperial  Oil  Ltd.  -  gas  &  oil  8.20 
Gordon  A.  MacEachern  -  C.N.E.  200.00 
Metro  Treasury  -  mimeo  materials  sales  tax  76.50 
Shell  Canada  Ltd.  -  gas  and  oil  29*73 
Canterbury  Foods  -  Board  meeting  9*88 
John  D.  Weatherseed  &  Assoc.  -  L.U.  Study  supplies 

and  stationery  123*09 
Metro  Treasury  -  telephone  charges  917*59 
American  Inst.  Real  Estate  Aprs.  -  library  3*20 
Operations  Research  Society  -  library  5*89 
Teela  Market  Surveys  -  library  39*50 
Benjamin  Film  Labs.  -  C.N.E.  66,02 
Canadian  Photo  Copy  -  C.N.E.  &  drafting  supplies  59*88 
Drake  Delta  Ltd.  -  C.N.E.  18.14 
Lockwood  Survey  Corp.  -  C.N.E.  759*79 
Loomis  &  Toles  Ltd.  -  C.N.E.  6 0.85 
Perception  Industries  Inc.  -  C.N.E.  7,472.07 
Transcopy  Toronto  -  drafting  supplies  255*70 
Norman  Wade  Co.  Ltd.  -  drafting  supplies  15*88 
Carswell  Printing  -  Land  Use  Study  84.67 
American  Inst,  of  Planners  -  registration  -  D. Armstrong  54.38 
F.L .  Crann  -  re  Olympic  Games  presentation  36.95 
P.  Gilmore  -  terminal  pay  17*42 
Unemployment  Insurance  Commission  98.00 
Canada  Pension  &  Income  Tax  6,503*54 
Toronto  Municipal  Employees  Credit  Union  551 .00 
United  Appeal  30.00 
Metro  Pension  1,840.74 
O.M.E.R.S.  855*34 
Cumba  Co-operative  Health  Services  356.10 
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T.P.I.C.  -  Planner  advertisement  2 5. 00 
Day-Timers  of  Can.  -  stationery  13.10 
Walsh  &  Ross  -  equipment  expense  7.08 
Metro  Treasury  -  telephone  charges  888.83 
Tippet  Richardson  Ltd.  -  storage  15.00 
Loomis  &  Toles  Ltd.  -  drafting  supplies  &  C.W.E.  78.68 
Challenger  Corp.  -  reports  supplies  2.45 
Grand  &  Toy  -  miscellaneous  6.72 
Canadian  Photo  Copy  -  C.N.E.  43*58 
City  Finance  —  postage  69-59 
T.  Eaton  Co.  Ltd.  -  drafting  supplies.,  C.N.E. 5  misc.  104.05 
Petty  Cash  89.85 
American  Society  of  Planning  Officials  -  consultants  517-71 
Hughes  Owens  Ltd.  -  drafting  supplies  1.89 
General  Binding  -  reports  supplies  49.77 
C.N.  Telecommunications  -  miscellaneous  3. 50 
Gestetner  (Can.)  Ltd.  -  reports  supplies  120.08 
John  D.  Weather seed  &  Assoc.  -  stationery  &  misc.  103*97 
Carswell  Co.  -  C.N.E.  3?774.l8 
W.  Wronski  -  Ont.  Land  Economists  -  Niagara  Falls  70.00 
R.J.  Bower  -  Ont.  Land  Economists  -  Niagara  Falls  90.00 
W.G.  Messer  -  C.P.A.C.  -  Victoria  410.00 
R.J.  Bower  -  C.P.A.C.  -  Victoria  410.00 
J.G.  Turnbull  -  C.P.A.C.  -  Victoria  435.00 


TOTAL  EXPENDITURES  FOR  SEPTEMBER  1968 


$53,444.30 
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